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Foreword
Charting a steady course  
through choppy waters
Now in its 20th edition, the annual Employment in Europe report has become an indispensable aid for  analysis 
that supports the European Commission and the Member States in their joint efforts to develop and imple-
ment effective policies in the field of employment under the Lisbon strategy.
This year’s report comes in the midst of very uncertain times for the European – and indeed the global – 
economy. Following several years of sound economic growth and generally very strong employment ex-
pansion, the European Union now faces a significant risk of a cyclical downturn for the first time since the 
Lisbon strategy was relaunched. A major test undoubtedly lies ahead.
In recent years, the Member States and the Commission have together made significant efforts to imple-
ment far-reaching employment reforms and improve the performance of European labour markets.  I be-
lieve that these coordinated reforms put our labour markets in a better position than a few years ago to deal 
with the adverse employment impact of an economic downturn.  
In these uncertain times we must not lose sight of our overall long-term aim of creating more and better jobs. 
As this report shows, promoting job quality can rhyme with job creation and productivity.  Short-term meas-
ures may be needed in many Member States if they are to respond to the immediate economic and social 
needs arising for their citizens out of the current crisis. Such measures should, however, be consistent with our 
ongoing efforts to prepare the EU labour markets structurally for the challenges of the 21st century.  
One of the most important of these challenges is the demographic outlook, which suggests a gradually 
declining supply of labour in Europe. Immigration has been a major source of economic and employment 
expansion in the Member States over the past few years. Although it cannot provide the sole – or even the 
main – response to the demographic challenge, it is likely to continue to contribute significantly to solving 
future labour shortages. Realising this potential will call for additional policy efforts.
Nevertheless, the main response to the demographic challenge must come from better use of our inter-
nal resources. In particular, improving our understanding of trends in skills requirements will be crucial to 
designing effective policies for better job matching. Similarly, facilitating geographical mobility within the 
Union can contribute to making more effective use of the existing labour force, as the largely positive ex-
perience with recent enlargements demonstrates. This year’s Employment in Europe report covers all these 
issues and illustrates the added value of a coordinated approach at EU level and the benefit for the Member 
States of sharing experience and learning from each other’s successes.
 
Vladimír Špidla 
Commissioner for Employment,  
Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities5
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Panorama of EU labour markets
Building on strong growth in 2006, the gross domestic product (GDP) in the   
European Union (EU) continued to expand at a solid rate, averaging 2.9% in 
2007 as a whole, compared with 3.1% in 2006. Nevertheless, towards the end 
of 2007 growth started to slow down following the turmoil in financial markets 
and soaring commodity and energy prices. 
Employment in the EU grew by 1.6% in 2007 – the same rate as the year before. 
The total net increase of 3.5 million people in employment last year reflects a 
lagged response to the strong GDP growth until the second quarter of 2007, the 
continued positive impact of EU accession in most new Member States, and the 
effect of structural reforms implemented in some Member States in recent years.
Although economic activity in the EU is expected to slow down markedly in the 
short run, it is expected that the EU economy will continue to do relatively well 
in the medium run due to structural reforms and growth-oriented macroeco-
nomic policies. However, it should be recognised that due to the uncertainty 
concerning commodity and energy prices, as well as financial market volatility, 
the prospects for 2008 and 2009 are subject to significant downside risks.
In 2007, the overall EU employment rate averaged 65.4% – up from 64.5% a year 
earlier, but still 4.6 percentage points below the Lisbon target. At the same time, 
the employment rate for female workers stood at 58.3% and that for older work-
ers at 44.7%, compared with the targets for 2010 of 60% and 50%, respectively. 
It is thus unlikely that the Lisbon targets for employment, other than for women, 
will be achieved by 2010.
Employment growth was positive in all EU Member States, except Hungary, where 
employment slightly decreased. Poland experienced the strongest employment 
growth, while Estonia underwent the greatest deceleration in its growth rate. 
Among the large Member States, employment growth strengthened further in 
France, and especially in Germany, while it weakened in Italy and Spain.
As adverse shocks are expected to persist, employment growth is projected to 
decelerate markedly in 2008 and 2009. Nevertheless, it is also projected that the 
EU economy will be more resilient to shocks than during past economic down-
turns due to the combined effect of ongoing and past structural reforms and 
growth-oriented macroeconomic policies.
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Solid economic growth in 2007…
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an overall favourable situation
 
…but the ongoing turmoil in fi-
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In 2007, the overall employment rate stood at above 70% in seven Member 
States while in six others it lay within three percentage points of the target. 
However, in Romania, Italy, Hungary, Poland and Malta, the overall employment 
rate remained more than 10 percentage points below the 70% target. The 60% 
target for female workers, however, was met in 15 Member States, while two 
others were within 3 percentage points of the target. In Greece, Italy and Malta, 
the rate was still more than 10 percentage points below the target. The 50% 
target for older workers was met in 12 Member States, but for 10 others, includ-
ing the big Member States – France, Italy and Poland – the gap from the target 
exceeded 10 percentage points. 
The unemployment rate was at single-digit level in all Member States, except 
Slovakia. The lowest rate was in the Netherlands where it stood at 3.2%, while in 
Slovakia it reached 11.1%. 
Labour productivity growth (in terms of real GDP per employed person) was be-
low or equal to 0.5% in Denmark, Italy, Luxembourg and Sweden, while strong 
growth was recorded in most of the new Member States, with the highest rates 
(above 6.5%) in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and, especially, Slovakia. Among the 
larger old Member States, labour productivity growth weakened significantly in 
Germany and France, also remaining weak in Spain and Italy.
The EU should focus on simultaneously increasing both its employment rate 
and its labour productivity in order to achieve its social and economic objec-
tives. Although no inverse relation is to be expected between employment and 
labour productivity growth in the long run, various factors (including changes in 
multi-factor productivity, the capital intensity of production, the stock of human 
capital and aggregate demand) may cause a trade-off between employment and 
productivity growth in the short to medium run. Nevertheless, the implementa-
tion of adequate polices has the potential to mitigate this trade-off. Such policies 
require not only structural reforms in the labour market but also in the services, 
product and financial markets and a stable macroeconomic environment.
The labour market situation and impact of recent 
third country migrants
Against a background of ageing European societies and growing labour market 
needs, immigration is set to increase over the coming decades. While immigra-
tion provides several opportunities – in particular to alleviate the effects of pop-
ulation ageing, help deal with labour and skill shortages, and more generally to 
fuel economic growth – it also brings challenges, especially regarding develop-
ing appropriate integration policies.
Member States are characterised by diverse immigration histories and recent 
migration patterns, with varied migrant population compositions regarding re-
gion of origin, cultural background, skill level, socio-economic characteristics 
and channels of entry into the EU. All this, together with the existing heteroge-
neity in the Member States in terms of institutional frameworks and attitudes of 
society towards migrants has an impact on the variation in the labour market 
integration and outcomes of migrants across countries. 
A much more significant phenomenon than intra-EU mobility, migration from 
third countries has seen a substantial increase in recent years, rising threefold 
between the mid-1990s and early 2000s. Indeed, recent non-EU migrants who 
arrived within the last seven years account for almost one third of all non-EU 
migrants of working age. At the same time, inflows have become more diversi-
fied, with a greater influx of people from Central and South America and much 
greater migration to countries in Southern Europe than previously. 
Disparities across the Member States 
persist, notably in employment   
rates …
 
... unemployment rates …
…and labour productivity growth
 
Adequate polices have the po-
tential to mitigate the short-term 
trade-off between employment and   
labour productivity growth
 
Immigration from third countries 
brings both opportunities and 
challenges
 
Past and recent experiences of   
immigration across Member States 
are varied
Immigration has increased marked-
ly over recent years, with changing 
patterns of flow15
Executive summary
Recently arrived immigrants have made a significant contribution to overall eco-
nomic growth and employment expansion (around a quarter) in the EU since 2000, 
with only limited impacts on domestic wages and employment. They have clearly 
helped to alleviate labour and skill shortages, tending to be employed in those   
sectors where demand has been greatest, in particular at the low-skill end of the 
jobs spectrum. Evidence suggests they have generally been complementary to EU-
born workers rather than substitutes and have contributed to greater labour market 
flexibility. However, the EU still tends to attract mainly less-skilled immigrants: 48% 
of recent working-age migrants are low-skilled and only one in five is high-skilled.
Access to employment is a key element for successful integration into host so-
cieties; yet in many Member States the labour market situation for migrants 
is substantially worse than that of those born in the EU – they tend to have 
lower employment rates and are often more likely to be unemployed, or are 
employed in jobs of lower quality or for which they are over-qualified. In the 
new migration countries of Southern Europe that have received high flows of 
labour migration over recent years, migrants perform better than non-migrants 
on the labour markets. In the remaining old Member States with long traditions 
of family-related or humanitarian immigration, migrants tend to have poorer 
overall labour market outcomes relative to the EU-born. In most Member States 
recent migrants, in particular women and those from certain regions of origin, 
face significant delays in establishing a sufficient foothold in the labour market, 
which can have longer-term impacts on migrants’ labour market outcomes.
Migrants tend to be more likely to have jobs of lower quality and precarious 
employment; work more often in low-skilled sectors and occupations; are fre-
quently involved in undeclared work; and have a higher frequency of transitions 
between different labour statuses. Additionally, they encounter greater difficul-
ties in achieving effective use of their human capital, often suffering from large 
job mismatches and working in jobs for which they are over-qualified.
In general, countries of Southern Europe seem to be more successful at getting 
migrants into employment, but with a greater risk of their being over-qualified 
and exposed to lower quality and precarious employment. In contrast, northern 
Member States show a lower rate of migrant over-qualification but have greater 
gaps in participation and employment rates, and higher unemployment rates, 
for migrants compared with those born in the EU.
The main factors affecting immigrants’ labour market integration and dif-
ferences across Member States include the immigration channel for entry, 
country of origin, host-country language proficiency, availability of support 
schemes at entry, labour market rigidities and access restrictions in the host 
country, incomplete recognition of qualifications acquired outside of the EU, 
lack of information on labour market functioning and discrimination. These 
suggest where policy measures to raise migrants’ labour market integration 
and improve outcomes should focus.
Geographical labour mobility in the context of EU 
enlargement
Four years after the EU’s 2004 enlargement and over a year after the accession 
of Bulgaria and Romania, practically all of the available evidence suggests that 
the economic impact of recent intra-EU mobility has been positive on balance, 
and that it has not led to serious disturbances on the labour market, even in 
those Member States that have seen a relatively large inflow of migrants from 
new Member States.
Migrants have made a strong contri-
bution to recent labour market per-
formance, addressing labour and skill 
shortages and increasing flexibility
 
Nevertheless, there remain consid-
erable challenges regarding the   
adequate integration of migrants 
into the labour market …
 
…in particular with regard to qual-
ity of employment and effective use 
of their human capital
 
Contrasting situations between north-
ern and southern Member States
Key factors affecting migrants’   
labour market performance suggest 
where to focus policy measures
 
 
Positive overall impact of post- 
enlargement mobility16
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Available data suggests that the number of EU-10 residents in the EU-15 may 
have increased by around 1.1 million and that of Romanians and Bulgarians by 
over 900 000 since 2003. These are significant numbers, particularly given the 
relatively short time span.
In terms of recent mobility from the EU-10, Ireland and the UK have been the 
main ‘receiving countries’, and to a lesser extent Austria and Germany. Concern-
ing Bulgaria and Romania, flows have been directed mainly towards Spain and 
Italy, involving mostly Romanian nationals – a process which started well before 
the EU accession of Romania and Bulgaria in 2007. 
Relative to their population size, Romania and Bulgaria have also been the main 
‘sending countries’, together with Lithuania, Cyprus, Poland, Latvia, Slovakia, Es-
tonia, and Portugal, while the outflow from the other new Member States has 
been much less significant.
Despite their significant size, intra-EU mobility flows since enlargement never 
reached the dimensions of a ‘tidal wave’ initially feared by some observers. Between 
2003 and 2007, the average population share of EU-10 foreigners resident in the 
EU-15 increased from around 0.2% to 0.5%. In the same period, the population share 
of Romanian and Bulgarian nationals resident in the EU-15 rose from 0.2% to 0.4% – a 
process that already started well before 2007. By comparison, the population share 
of EU-15 nationals resident in another EU-15 country grew from 1.6% to about 1.7% 
and that of non-EU-27 nationals from 3.7% to 4.5%.
Moreover, there is no indication that recent intra-EU mobility flows have exceed-
ed labour markets’ absorption capacities. In both the main receiving and send-
ing countries, local workers’ wages have continued to rise and unemployment 
has declined since enlargement. Even when analysing the isolated effects of mi-
gration and mobility on wages and unemployment, empirical studies have con-
sistently found very small impacts on local workers’ wages and employment.
A further surge of labour mobility from the new Member States seems unlikely. Evi-
dence suggests that increasing convergence in income and employment between 
old and new Member States is already lowering the economic incentive to move 
and is likely to contribute to a further decline in labour supply from the new Mem-
ber States. In addition, due to a substantial shrinking in young cohorts, the pool 
of potential mobile workers from central and eastern Member States is reducing, 
which is likely to reduce geographical mobility flows within the EU in the future.
In fact, mobility flows to the UK and Ireland, which appear to have peaked in 2006, 
declining significantly in 2007 and the first quarter 2008. Moreover, there are indi-
cations of increasing return flows, particularly from the UK. Furthermore, the open-
ing of labour markets for EU-8 workers in most other EU-15 countries since 2006 
may have led to a limited diversion of migration flows to other Member States. 
Even in the case of Bulgaria and Romania, many people from these countries have 
already moved and have been working elsewhere in the EU over recent years. This 
suggests that many of those who wanted to move have already done so and that 
the potential of additional migration from Bulgaria and Romania is limited.
From the perspective of new Member States, in particular the ‘high-mobility’ 
ones, substantial outflows of workers are often perceived as a mixed blessing. 
On the one hand, outflows have helped to reduce unemployment in some 
Member States by allowing unemployed people to look for jobs in others. On 
the other hand, outflows of predominately young and high-skilled people have 
raised concerns about ‘brain drain’ and labour shortages in sending countries. 
Yet, a number of factors may help to alleviate these problems, such as a significant 
recent rise in higher enrolment rates for university education in most new Mem-
ber States, the temporary nature of much of the mobility observed, and the fact 
that many of those who do come back often do so with improved working skills 
and international contacts which can be of benefit to the home country.
Significant mobility flows …
 
…to Ireland and the UK from 
the EU-10 and to Spain and Italy   
from Romania
High and low mobility countries 
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the new Member States are living in 
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ing pool of potential mobile work-
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clining flows in the future from new   
Member States 
There are indications that the peak 
of east-west mobility flows has   
already passed
Brain drain represents a challenge 
for some new Member States, but 
also an opportunity17
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Measuring the quality of employment in the EU
Job quality is fully enshrined in the European Employment Strategy as reflected 
by the call to achieve more and better jobs. However, significant employment 
growth in the EU over the last decade has gone together with widespread con-
cerns about the quality of a large share of European jobs. These concerns have 
related to the rising incidence of temporary work, the increased exposure of 
jobs to competitive pressures and perceptions of deteriorating working condi-
tions and higher work intensity. This calls for job quality outcomes and trends in 
the EU to be re-assessed.
The quality of jobs cannot be fully captured by wages due to market failures and 
incomplete information concerning, for instance, the level of human capital. 
Moreover, job satisfaction appears to depend not only on a job’s outcomes, such 
as wages, but also on the conditions and processes leading to them, including 
work organisation, autonomy, work intensity and health implications of work. 
Taking a lifelong perspective, the possibility to reconcile work with private and 
family responsibilities, together with the probability of positive labour market 
transitions and career progress, are also key dimensions of job quality. 
Recent theoretical developments provide an opportunity for reviewing the cur-
rent EU concept of job quality. While the EU concept acknowledges the multi-
dimensionality of job quality, incorporating both objective and subjective vari-
ables, there is room for improvement. The current concept does not include 
important variables such as wages and work intensity, and only partially cov-
ers certain dimensions such as training and education. On the other hand, it 
includes aggregate economic variables not directly related to specific job and 
worker characteristics. 
Based on this assessment, it is possible to formulate an enriched framework for 
analysing job quality, centred around four dimensions: 
i)  socio-economic security (including levels and distribution of wages); 
ii)  education and training; 
iii)  working conditions (including work intensity);
iv)  reconciliation of working and non-working life/gender balance.
Reflecting this framework and based on a dataset covering the EU-27 in 2005–06, 
a taxonomy of typical combinations of job quality  can be identified, consisting 
of four groupings:
 i)  Nordic, including the Netherlands and the UK – high wages, good working 
conditions, high educational attainment and participation in training, high 
job satisfaction but also high work intensity; 
ii)  Continental, including Ireland, Cyprus and Slovenia – close to the average 
EU situation for most of the indicators; 
iii)  Southern – relatively low wages, low participation in education and train-
ing, unfavourable working conditions and relatively large gender  
employment gaps; 
iv)  New Member States – low wages, unfavourable working conditions, but 
also relatively high educational attainment and low gender employment 
gaps.  
Results based on the enriched framework are compared with those derived 
from the EU definition of job quality. The enlarged framework better character-
ises job quality outcomes for two main reasons: 
i)  the inclusion of measures on wages and work intensity; 
ii)  the exclusion of contextual and redundant variables from the set of  
quality indicators. 
The European Employment Strategy 
is not only about more jobs but also 
better jobs
 
Job quality is a multi-dimensional 
concept going beyond wages and 
encompassing both objective and 
subjective variables
Some room for improvement of the 
current EU job quality definition 
seems possible in light of recent the-
oretical developments 
An enriched framework struc-
tured along four dimensions   
is proposed…
…based on which four job quality 
regimes are identified, highlighting 
significant heterogeneity within   
the EU
 
Compared with the EU definition, the 
proposed framework better charac-
terises job quality in Europe
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Although based on a relatively narrow set of indicators, a dynamic analysis of 
job quality since the mid-1990s suggests a slight improvement across the EU. 
Furthermore, job quality groupings tend to be quite stable over time in terms of 
their geographical composition.
Characterisation of job quality combinations in terms of economy-wide indica-
tors highlights synergies, rather than trade-offs, between overall labour market 
performance, labour productivity and job quality. In fact Member States with 
more favourable job quality outcomes are also those which rank high in terms 
of employment rates and productivity levels. 
Education and employment: different pathways 
across occupations
A recurrent concern of policy-makers in the fields of education and employ-
ment is the perceived mismatch between workers’ education and skill levels, 
and actual job requirements in the labour market. 
Globalisation, technological change, an ageing population, and wider societal 
changes have all served to increase uncertainty about the future and contribute 
to a sense of insecurity. Policy-makers have responded with a variety of initia-
tives aiming at better anticipating future labour market needs and at ensuring a 
better management of the process of change.
Job matching is particularly affected by market failures due to insufficient infor-
mation or incorrect expectations. In fact, workers often lack information about 
the best job opportunities available. The New skills for new jobs initiative aims to 
map current and future demand for occupations and the corresponding skill re-
quirements, while recognising that the links between the two are more complex 
than usually assumed. 
Addressing these issues requires an integrated policy strategy that facilitates 
transitions, fosters a highly educated workforce, and modernises labour market 
institutions. Flexicurity is such an integrated strategy. A regular assessment of 
future skill needs will be critical for designing adequate lifelong learning strate-
gies and efficient labour market policies, therefore facilitating the implementa-
tion of flexicurity policies.  
An empirical analysis of the relationships between education and occupations 
at the EU level is carried out based on previous work undertaken on the French 
economy. In the latter case, findings suggest that a ‘close’ link between (subjects 
of) education and occupations exists for approximately only one third of total em-
ployment. A ‘close’ link means that the qualifications predominant in an occupa-
tion are relatively rare in the whole economy. Unfortunately, the work carried out 
in this chapter does not allow an unbiased estimate to be obtained for the EU as a 
whole, because European Labour Force Survey data only provides a limited break-
down by subjects of education when compared with French national data.
However, the methodology employed enables a richer characterisation of the 
different relationships between education and occupations, partly depending 
on firms’ human resource policies. The analysis tentatively identified eight dif-
ferent ways for workers to accumulate skills over the lifecycle (e.g. formal educa-
tion, vocational training and work-related experience) that combine with differ-
ent forms of gaining access to employment. 
Workers are increasingly more likely to undergo numerous transitions and per-
forming different tasks during their working lives. Consequently, they need to 
be supported during such frequent transitions by a series of measures, such as 
income transfers, training, counselling and career orientation. 
Preliminary evidence suggests a 
slight improvement in job quality 
since the mid-1990s
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labour productivity tend to go hand 
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a high profile in the European 
 Employment  Strategy 
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policies…
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Labour market inefficiencies nega-
tively affect both the quality of job 
matching and incentives to invest in 
the acquisition of skills
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ships between education and oc-
cupations at the EU level is carried 
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At the heart of the New skills for new jobs initiative is the objective to improve the 
availability of information on present and future occupational demand and the cor-
responding skill requirements, in order to enhance the quality of job matching. One 
possible way to gather and disseminate such information would be the develop-
ment of a harmonised EU ‘career exploration tool’ inspired by best international prac-
tices. Such a tool could be used by many individuals and organisations for various 
purposes (e.g. job counselling and seeking, and occupational projections). 
Despite the usual caveats associated with occupational projections, such exer-
cises constitute an indispensable tool to better inform policy-makers and even-
tually secure an adequate matching between demand and supply, particularly 
in occupations with ‘close’ links to education. 
In addition to occupational demand and skill requirement projections, more 
qualitative exercises should be carried out, such as foresight analyses, employer 
surveys, case studies or job competence modelling exercises. More qualitative 
exercises are essential to identifying new trends in competence requirements 
and changes in the content of occupations. An adequate combination of both 
quantitative and qualitative methods, covering different time spans and updat-
ed at regular intervals, would be ideally suited to better inform policy-makers 
taking the necessary measures to improve the quality of job matching in the EU 
and adapt education and training systems to new needs.
Conclusions
Despite the gradually increasing signs of moderation in economic growth, 
the strong performance of EU labour markets continued in 2007, leading to 
a net increase of 3.5 million in total employment. The deteriorating economic 
environment, particularly the turbulence in financial systems, increases the 
downside risks for employment in the near future.   Over recent years most 
Member States have implemented important structural reforms in the area 
of employment and the current cyclical downturn will put the robustness of 
these reforms to the test.  
Increasing uncertainty and rapidly changing conditions are becoming the 
standard environment for EU labour markets and related policy-making.  Grow-
ing inflows of migrant workers from outside the EU, together with the rise in 
intra-EU mobility flows following the two most recent enlargements, have been 
major factors driving economic growth and employment outcomes in recent 
years, but are also shaping economic and social conditions in the EU in a broad-
er sense. Looking at these phenomena, this year’s Employment in Europe report 
highlights their largely positive contribution and identifies a number of impor-
tant policy challenges resulting from this new situation.
Flexicurity has been an important recent EU policy response to the vanishing old 
certainties in European labour markets. Previous issues of Employment in Europe 
have made an analytical contribution to assessing the merits of flexicurity poli-
cies.  By revisiting the issue of job quality, this year’s report puts flexicurity into a 
broader context and finds not only complementarities between these two con-
cepts, but also important synergies between job quality and overall economic 
and employment performance.  Finally, improved matching and smoother tran-
sitions in the labour market are among the key aims of the flexicurity approach. 
This report thus stresses the importance of the correct understanding of the 
links between education and occupations in this respect. It highlights the role 
of public bodies in better identifying current and future job opportunities and 
related skill requirements, as envisaged by the New skills for new jobs initiative.
…and calling for adequate initiatives
such as occupational projections
 
But a combination of various meas-
ures is necessary (both quantitative 
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continued in 2007, but deteriorat-
ing economic conditions will test 
the expected higher resilience of 
labour markets resulting from     
recent reforms
Third-country immigration and 
intra-EU mobility have made a sig-
nificant contribution to growth in re-
cent years, but also pose important 
policy challenges 
Flexicurity needs to be seen in the 
broader and complementary con-
text of job quality; improved assess-
ment of skill needs could contribute 
to the overall flexicurity goals21
Chapter
Introduction  1. 
Describing recent developments in 
European Union (EU) labour markets, 
this chapter starts with a summary of 
the major changes at the level of the 
EU and compares them with those in 
the United States (US) and Japan. A 
short-term outlook for these areas is 
also briefly presented.1
Next, an overview of the labour mar-
kets in the various Member States is 
provided, whereby special attention is 
paid to the progress made with regard 
to the Lisbon and Stockholm targets. 
These require that by 2010 the over-
all average EU employment rate in-
creases to 70%, the employment rate 
of female workers to 60% and that for 
older workers to 50%. 
Finally, the chapter addresses the 
question of how employment and 
labour productivity growth interact 
with each other. A clear understand-
ing of this issue is important as the 
realisation of higher sustainable eco-
nomic growth in Europe depends to 
a large extent on the ability to boost 
employment and productivity growth 
simultaneously. A brief analysis shows 
that sustained achievement of full 
employment and high labour produc-
tivity growth is a very complex chal-
lenge that requires not only structural 
1   The recent developments reported in this 
chapter are based on data available up to 
June 2008, while the forecasts are based on 
information available up to April 2008.
reforms in the labour market but also 
in the services, product and financial 
markets, together with a stable macr-
oeconomic environment, as reflected 
in the Integrated guidelines for growth 
and jobs (2005–08)2 and proposed In-
tegrated guidelines for growth and jobs 
(2008–10).3
EU labour market  2. 
performance from a 
global perspective
Building on strong growth in 2006, 
economic activity in the EU continued 
to expand at a solid rate during the 
first months of 2007. By the end of the 
year, economic activity lost momen-
tum due to the impact of continued 
turmoil in the international financial 
markets, soaring commodity and en-
ergy prices, an appreciating euro and 
weakening global trade growth. How-
ever, thanks to solid domestic demand 
growth and the absence of increases 
in inflation caused by second-round 
effects on price- and wage-setting, 
growth in the gross domestic product 
(GDP) in the EU remained strong aver-
aging 2.9% for 2007 as a whole, com-
pared with 3.1% in 2006, as shown in 
Table 1. 
2   Available at http://ec.europa.eu/
growthandjobs/guidelines/index_en.htm#gl1.
3  Available at http://ec.europa.eu/
growthandjobs/pdf/european-dimension-
200712-annual-progress-report/200712-
annual-report-integrated-guidelines_en.pdf.  
By early 2008, economic growth in 
the EU remained resilient, primarily 
reflecting temporary factors such as 
an unusually mild winter in many 
parts of Europe. More particularly, in 
the beginning of 2008 overall growth 
in the EU was supported by robust 
progress in Germany – the largest 
economy in the EU – but somewhat 
tempered by a strong slowdown in 
the Baltic Member States and by less 
buoyant economic activity in Spain. 
The good performance in Germany 
during the first quarter of the year 
was mainly due to weather-related 
effects on the profile of construction 
activity while private consumption re-
mained solid as employment growth 
was strong. Nevertheless, following 
the exceptional strong activity in the 
first quarter, the seasonal pick-up in 
spring was weak and German GDP 
contracted in the second quarter of 
2008. In Estonia, Latvia and Lithua-
nia, growth continued to decelerate 
from earlier very high growth rates – 
caused by EU-accession – as inflation-
ary pressures and decline in house 
prices eroded household purchasing 
power. In Spain, growth tempered as 
domestic demand suffered from a de-
teriorating housing market and rising 
inflation. 
In 2007, the EU’s main trading part-
ners experienced a slowdown in eco-
nomic activity. In the US, GDP grew 
by an average of 2.2% in 2007, down 
from 2.9% the year before and 3.1% 
in 2005. However, in the second half 
of 2007, growth started to weaken 
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noticeably in response to continued 
turbulence in the financial markets, 
soaring commodity and energy pric-
es, and negative wealth effects stem-
ming from falling house and stock 
prices. By early 2008, domestic eco-
nomic activity in the US slowed down 
sharply as confidence deteriorated 
further and lending conditions tight-
ened significantly. At the same time, 
net exports improved considerably as 
the dollar continued to weaken and 
economic activity in the US’s main 
trading partners remained solid. In 
Japan, GDP growth decelerated from 
2.4% in 2006 to 2.1% in 2007 as export 
growth remained very robust due to 
strong demand from Asia – notwith-
standing a further weakening in gross 
fixed capital formation.
Table 1: International comparison of key indicators, 2005–07 
2005 2006 2007
Population (millions)
EU-27 491 493 495   
EU-15 387 390 392
US 297 299 302
Japan 128 128 128
GDP (in 1 000 million PPS, current prices)
EU-27 11 072 11 679 12 343
EU-15 9 856 10 354 10 901
US 10 499 11 072 11 600
Japan 3 288 3 450 3 611
GDP growth, at constant prices (annual % change)
EU-27 1.9 3.1 2.9
EU-15 1.7 2.9 2.7
US 3.1 2.9 2.2
Japan 1.9 2.4 2.1
Employment rate (as % of working-age population)
EU-27 63.5 64.5 65.4
EU-15 65.4 66.2 66.9
US 71.5 72.0 71.8
Japan 69.3 70.0 70.7
Employment growth (annual % change)
EU-27 0.9 1.6 1.6
EU-15 0.9 1.5 1.6
US 1.7 1.9 1.1
Japan 0.4 0.4 -0.2
Unemployment rate (as % of civilian labour force)
EU-27 8.9 8.2 7.1
EU-15 8.1 7.7 7.0
US 5.1 4.6 4.6
Japan 4.4 4.1 3.9
Source: GDP and employment growth from national accounts, Eurostat (employment growth for Japan from AMECO 
database, Commission Services). GDP in purchasing power standards from AMECO database, Commission Services. 
Employment rate from Eurostat (annual averages) and OECD data for US and Japan. Unemployment rate from the 
harmonised unemployment series, Eurostat. Population from demographic statistics, Eurostat, and for US and Japan 
from AMECO database, Commission Services. 
Note: Employment rates for the EU and Japan refer to persons aged 15–64; US employment rate refers to persons 
aged 16–64.
Recent developments in  2.1. 
the EU labour market
Despite the slowdown in GDP growth, 
overall employment in the EU in-
creased by 3.5 million people in 2007 
– i.e. an increase by 1.6% which is the 
same rate as in 2006 and significantly 
higher than those attained between 
2001 and 2005. See Chart 1 and Table 
2. This continued strong employment 
growth reflected a lagged response 
to the strong GDP growth up to the 
second quarter of 2007, the contin-
ued positive impact of EU accession 
for most of the new Member States, 
and the impact of structural reforms 
implemented in some Member States 
in recent years. These reforms include 
lower labour taxes (general or tar-
geted at specific groups), changes in 
unemployment benefits (level and 
duration), increased spending on 
and better targeting of active labour 
market policies and training, and 
increased access to part-time and 
temporary work.4 Although EU GDP 
growth decelerated further in the first 
half of 2008, the impact of the slow-
down on the labour market has re-
mained modest so far.
In line with the slowdown in econom-
ic activity, employment growth in 
the US fell from 1.9% in 2006 to 1.1% 
in 2007. In Japan, total employment 
shrunk by 0.2% in 2007, having post-
ed a 0.4% increase in 2006, reflecting 
rapid population ageing and a lack of 
increase in female labour participa-
tion. See Chart 2.
Following the solid rise in employ-
ment, the average employment rate 
in the EU increased by 0.9 percentage 
points to reach 65.4% of the working-
age population (15–64 years). This rise 
was primarily driven by the ongoing 
increase in the employment rate for 
women – up by 1.0 percentage point 
and reaching 58.3% in 2007. It also 
reflects strong rises for older people 
(aged 55–64 years) for whom the em-
ployment rate rose by 1.2 percentage 
points to 44.7% in 2007. Neverthe-
less, there remains a strong disparity 
among older workers between men 
and women as 53.9% of men com-
pared with 36% of women were em-
ployed in 2007. See Chart 3. Compared 
with the US where the employment 
rate stood at 71.8%, the EU employ-
ment rate is relatively low, primarily 
because of significant lower participa-
tion of female and older workers.5 See 
Chart 4. 
The EU unemployment rate fell from 
8.2% (of the labour force) in 2006 to 
7.1% in 2007, further down from the 
4   For a detailed overview of recent 
labour market reforms, see for instance the 
Commission’s labour market reforms database 
(LABREF), available at http://ec.europa.
eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/db_
indicators8638_en.htm.
5   In addition, it might also be noted that for 
the 65–69 age group 28.7% is in employment 
in the US, compared with 8.6% in EU-15.23
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high 9% attained in 2004. Yet despite 
these improvements, the EU unem-
ployment rate was still significantly 
higher than the rate observed in the 
US and Japan. After a slight decline 
during the first quarters of 2007, the 
unemployment rate in the US edged 
up, averaging 4.6% in 2007, followed 
by further increases in early 2008 due 
to adverse developments in financial 
and housing markets. In Japan the 
unemployment rate fell from 4.1% in 
2006 to 3.9% in 2007. See Chart 5.
The gradual fall in the EU unemploy-
ment rate partly reflected favourable 
cyclical developments, but also im-
provements in the underlying eco-
nomic fundamentals. Indeed, the 
structural unemployment rate, which 
measures the non-cyclical part of un-
employment6, continued to decline in 
recent years and is estimated at 7.4% 
in the EU-27 and at 7.1% in the EU-
15 in 2007, compared with 8.9% and 
8.3% in 2000 respectively. See Chart 6. 
Moreover, the long-term unemploy-
ment rate7 also continued to fall, down 
to 3% in the EU-27 and 2.8% in the 
EU-15, compared with 4% and 3.4% 
in 2000 respectively. See Chart 7. As 
long-term unemployment may create 
hysteresis effects due to the fact that 
it causes a loss of skills for the long-
term unemployed, the recent decline 
in the long-term unemployment rate 
may contribute to a further fall in the 
structural unemployment rate.
Nonetheless, although there has been 
a noticeable decline in the structural 
and long-term unemployment rates 
in recent years, it should also be rec-
ognised that these rates are still well 
above those obtained in other areas 
6   One indicator of the structural 
unemployment rate is the non-accelerating 
wage rate of unemployment (NAWRU) – i.e. 
the unemployment rate that is consistent with 
a stable rate of wage growth, obtained when, 
among others, output is equal to potential 
output and expected inflation is equal to 
actual inflation. Source: the AMECO database, 
Commission Services, available at http://
ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/indicators/
annual_macro_economic_database/ameco_
en.htm.
7   The long-term unemployment rate 
measures those who are unemployed for a 
duration of 12 months or more as a percentage 
of the labour force. 
Chart 1: Real GDP and employment growth in the EU, 1997–2007
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Chart 2: Employment growth in the EU, US and Japan, 1997–2007
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Chart 3: Employment rates in the EU by age group and gender, 2007
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such as the US, where the structural 
and long-term unemployment rates 
stood at 5% and 0.5% in 2007 respec-
tively. 
Finally, labour productivity growth (in 
terms of real GDP per employed per-
son) decelerated in the EU from 1.7% 
in 2006 to 1.3% in 2007, which was 
still slightly higher than the growth 
recorded for the US (1.0%) but sig-
nificantly lower than the growth rate 
observed in Japan (2.3%). See Chart 
8 and Table 3. A similar result is ob-
served for productivity growth in 
terms of GDP per hour worked. See 
Chart 9 and Table 3. Overall, in 2007 as 
a whole the EU outperformed the US 
both in productivity and employment 
growth – which is rather exceptional.8 
Short-term prospects for  2.2. 
EU labour markets 
According to the European Commis-
sion’s 2008 Spring Economic Fore-
casts9, GDP growth in the EU will 
decelerate due to a noticeable slow-
down in global activity, the continued 
turmoil in the financial markets, and 
high commodity and energy prices. 
In line with the projected slowdown 
in GDP growth, EU labour markets 
are expected to weaken. On aver-
age, overall employment growth 
in the EU is projected to decelerate 
from 1.6% in 2007 to 0.8% in 2008 
and 0.5% in 2009. This is still much 
better, however, than employment 
growth in the US where employ-
ment is expected to contract by 
0.2% in 2008 and 0.3% in 2009. 
Nevertheless, in Denmark, Latvia 
and Lithuania, employment is also 
projected to contract, while em-
ployment growth is expected to de-
celerate noticeably in the big Mem-
ber States, especially in Germany 
(to 0.3% in 2009), France (0.3%) 
and the United Kingdom (UK, 0%). 
8   See section 4 below for a more detailed 
discussion of the complex interaction between 
employment and productivity growth. 
9   The overall cut-off date for taking new 
information into account was 15 April 2008. 
More detail about this forecast is available in 
European Commission (2008). 
Chart 4: Employment rates in the EU, US and Japan, 1975–2007
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Chart 5: Unemployment rates in the EU, US and Japan, 1997–2007
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Chart 6: Actual unemployment rate  
and NAWRU in the EU-15 and EU-27, 1982–2007
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Chapter 1: Panorama of EU labour markets
Employment growth is expected to 
recover in Estonia, Ireland, Italy and 
Hungary in 2009. 
On average, the EU unemployment 
rate is expected to stabilise at 6.8% in 
2008–09, but to increase in the Baltic 
States, Hungary, Ireland, Spain, Swe-
den and the UK. With a 66% rate for 
the working-age population in 2009, 
the employment rate is projected to 
fall short of the target of 70% by 2010 
which Europe had set itself in the Lis-
bon Agenda.
Labour productivity (in terms of real 
GDP per occupied person) is project-
ed to grow by 1.3% in the EU in 2009, 
compared with 1% in the US and 0.9% 
in Japan. Growth in productivity is ex-
pected to be particularly low in Lux-
embourg and Italy (around 0.2% in 
2009), but still robust in most of the 
other Member States – albeit in the 
Baltic countries at a significantly lower 
level than recorded in recent years.
All in all, in 2007 the EU experienced 
a period of solid employment growth 
and in the first half of 2008 employ-
ment creation continued, although at 
a reduced pace. Nevertheless, there are 
significant downside risks to the near-
term outlook due to the ongoing con-
cerns about financial markets stability, 
high commodity and energy prices, 
widening housing market corrections 
and weakening global trade growth.
Chart 7: Long-term unemployment rate in the EU, 
US and Japan, 1994–2007 
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Chart 8: Growth in productivity per person employed in the EU,  
US and Japan, 1997–2007
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Chart 9: Growth in productivity per hour worked in the EU,  
US and Japan, 1997–2007 
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Labour market  3. 
situation in the Member 
States
Employment  3.1. 
Employment growth 3.1.1. 
In 2007, employment growth was posi-
tive in all Member States, except Hun-
gary where employment decreased 
by 0.1%. See Chart 10. Following the 
strong performance in 2006, this solid 
outcome is in sharp contrast with the 
years before when employment growth 
was negative for at least two consecu-
tive years in several countries including 
Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, 
Portugal and Sweden. See Table 2 for 
more details.
The strongest growth occurred in Po-
land where employment grew by 4.4%. 
Estonia experienced the strongest de-
celeration in its employment growth, 
falling from 5.4% in 2006 to 0.7%, while 
in Malta and Slovenia employment 
growth accelerated strongest, up by 
1.5 percentage points, from 1.2% to 
2.7% in both countries. Among the big 
Member States, employment growth 
in France and especially in Germany 
strengthened respectively to 1.2% (up 
from 0.8%) and 1.7% (up from 0.6%), 
it weakened in Italy and Spain to 1.1% 
(down from 2.0%) and 3.1% (down from 
3.7%) respectively, while it stabilised in 
the UK at 0.7%.
Tables 4 and 5 show in greater de-
tail the main features of employment 
growth over the preceding year and the 
2000–07 period. In 2007, employment 
growth in the EU was primarily domi-
nated by prime-aged workers (aged 
25–54 years), who contributed 57.5% of 
the increase in total employment, while 
young workers (aged 15–24), and older 
workers (aged 55–64) contributed 5.5% 
and 31.9% respectively. See Table 4. The 
contribution of women to total employ-
ment creation was somewhat stronger 
than that of men. Regarding the type 
of employment, 93.9% of employ-
ment growth was made up of employ-
ees, while full-time jobs accounted for 
78.2% and permanent jobs for 81.3% of 
the employment growth. 
Table 5 shows that in the EU as a whole, 
employment increased by 6.7% be-
tween 2000 and 2007 – i.e. an increase by 
14 million people. However, this rise was 
not uniform with respect to gender, age 
and type of employment. The increase 
in female employment was more than 
twice that in male employment. Moreo-
ver, growth was strongest for older work-
ers, where employment grew by 34.0%, 
compared with 4.6% for prime-aged 
workers and –2.2% for young workers. 
The significant increase for older work-
ers indicates that, in addition to cohort 
effects, the recent measures related to 
active aging are taking effect. However, 
as noted earlier, a considerable distance 
to the 50% target remains; thus, further 
policy actions are needed to overcome 
the barriers and disincentives faced by 
older workers regarding employment.10 
The decline in the employment level of 
young workers partly reflects increased 
participation in education. Finally, in 
terms of type of employment, the rela-
tive growth in part-time and fixed-term 
employment since 2000 has been sub-
stantial, with increases of 17.7% and 
24.6% respectively.
10  See Chapter 2 of the Employment in Europe 
2007 report. 
Chart 10: Employment growth for Member States, 2007
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Table 4: Contribution to employment creation in the EU-27 by age, 
gender and type of employment, 2006–07
% contribution to employment 
creation 2006–07
Total Men Women
Age and gender
Total 47.0 53.0
15–24 5.5 2.6 2.9
25–54 57.5 23.6 33.8
55–64 31.9 17.9 14.0
65+ 5.1 2.9 2.2
Type of employment and gender
Employee versus self-employed
Employee 93.9 42.5 51.4
Self-employed 6.1 4.4 1.7
Full-time versus part-time
Full-time job 78.2 42.2 35.9
Part-time job 21.8 4.7 17.1
Permanent versus fixed-term Permanent 81.3 40.8 40.5
employees Fixed-term 18.7 4.5 14.2
Source: DG Employment calculations based on Eurostat, national accounts, breakdown based on EU Labour Force 
Survey annual averages.
Note: Full-time/part-time indicators do not include IE.29
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Employment rates 3.1.2. 
The strong employment growth re-
corded in recent years strengthened 
the progress in the employment rates. 
The overall employment rate in the 
EU-27 rose from an average 64.5% (of 
the working-age population) in 2006 
to 65.4% in 2007, while in the EU-15 
it increased by 0.7 percentage points 
to 66.9%. Nevertheless, while the em-
ployment rate in the EU-27 is 3.2 per-
centage points above its 2000 level11 
and 3.5 percentage points in the EU-
15, it remains 4.6 percentage points 
from the Lisbon target in the EU-27 
and 3.1 percentage points in the EU-
15. See Table 6. 
At EU level, the employment rate for 
men stood at 72.5% in 2007, com-
pared with 70.8% in 2000, the rate for 
women was 58.3%, compared with 
53.7% in 2000, while that for older 
workers was 44.7%, compared with 
36.9% in 2000. These figures indicate 
that despite the progress made in 
recent years, the employment rates, 
especially those for older workers, are 
still far from the Lisbon and Stockholm 
targets, which require that by 2010 
11  2000 was the year when the EU-15 
launched the Lisbon strategy and established 
the main employment targets. 
the average EU employment rate for 
female workers is raised to 60% and 
that for older workers to 50%. 
In 2007, the overall employment 
rate was above 70% in seven Mem-
ber States – i.e. Denmark (77.1%), the 
Netherlands (76%), Sweden (74.2%), 
Austria (71.4%), the UK (71.3%), Cyprus 
(71%) and Finland (70.3%) – while it 
was within three percentage points of 
the target in six other Member States 
– Germany (69.4%), Estonia (69.4%), 
Ireland (69.1%), Latvia (68.3%), Por-
tugal (67.8%) and Slovenia (67.8%). 
Nevertheless, the overall employment 
rate remained more than 10 percent-
age points short of the 70% target in 
five Member States – Romania (58.8%), 
Italy (58.7%), Hungary (57.3%), Poland 
(57.0%) and Malta (55.7%). See Chart 11.
In Bulgaria and Poland the overall 
employment rate showed the strong-
est increase in 2007, rising by 3.1 and 
2.5 percentage points, respectively. 
See Table 6. Nevertheless, despite 
these increases, the employment rate 
remained at a relatively low level in 
Bulgaria (61.7%) and Poland (57%). 
Moreover, in Hungary and Italy, where 
the employment rate has been stag-
nating since 2004, the overall employ-
ment rate is now barely higher than 
that in Poland. Compared with the 
situation in 2000, the employment 
rate decreased in Denmark, Portugal 
and the UK. See Chart 12.
Developments in overall employment 
rates reflect to a large extent the abil-
ity of Member States to keep their 
older workers in work and to encour-
age women to enter the labour market. 
Nevertheless, Charts 13 and 14 show 
that on these issues some important 
differences across Member States exist.
In 2007, 15 Member States met the 60% 
target for female workers, while two 
Member States fell within 3 percentage 
points of the target – the Czech Repub-
lic and Bulgaria. However, in Greece, 
Italy and Malta, the rate was still more 
than 10 percentage points from the tar-
get. By contrast, in Denmark and Swe-
den the employment rate for female 
workers stood above 70%. Compared 
with the situation in 2000, the employ-
ment rates for female workers rose in 
all Member States, with the largest in-
creases observed in Spain, Bulgaria and 
Latvia. See Table 6. Overall, in 2007 the 
employment rate of women was 14.2 
percentage points lower than that for 
men in the EU-27 and 14.5 percentage 
points in the EU-15. 
12 Member States, primarily in the 
northern part of the EU, met the 50% 
target for older workers in 2007, but for 
10 other Member States, including the 
big Member States France, Italy and Po-
land, the gap from the target exceeded 
10 percentage points. In all Member 
States the employment rate of the older 
workers was higher in 2007 than in 2000, 
except in Malta where it decreased by 
0.2 percentage points. By far the strong-
est increases were found in Bulgaria and 
Latvia, which both started from rela-
tively low rates in 2000, while the rise in 
Poland is very modest even though it 
started from a low rate in 2000. See Ta-
ble 6. All in all, these statistics show that 
older workers still represent one of the 
largest target groups for increasing em-
ployment, especially if one takes into ac-
count that their numbers will continue 
to grow during the coming decades.12 
12  See Chapter 2 of the Employment in Europe 
2007.
Table 5: Change in employment in the EU-27 by age,  
gender and type of employment, 2000–07
2000–07
 
Relative  
(as % of 2000 level)
Total 6.7
Gender Men 4.3
Women 9.8
Age 15–24 -2.2
25–54 4.6
55–64 34.0
65+ 9.1
Type of employment
Employee versus self-employed Employee 7.5
Self-employed 2.7
Full-time versus part-time Full-time job 4.9
Part-time job 17.7
Permanent versus fixed-term employees Permanent 5.4
Fixed-term 24.6
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, national accounts, breakdown based on EU Labour Force Survey 
annual averages.
Note: Breakdowns based on data for RO, 2002. Breakdown for full-time/part-time and permanent/ temporary 
 indicators based on data for BG, 2001.30
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Table 6: Employment rates in EU Member States in 2007 and progress towards 
Lisbon and Stockholm targets for 2010
Total employment rate Female employment rate Older people's employment rate
2007
Change 
2007–06
Change 
2007–00*
Gap below 
2010 
target
2007
Change 
2007–06
Change 
2007–00*
Gap below 
2010 
target
2007
Change 
2007–06
Change 
2007–00*
Gap below 
2010 
target
BE 62.0 1.0 1.5 8.0 55.3 1.3 3.8 4.7 34.4 2.4 8.1 15.6
BG 61.7 3.1 11.3 8.3 57.6 3.0 11.3 2.4 42.6 3.0 21.8 7.4
CZ 66.1 0.8 1.1 3.9 57.3 0.5 0.4 2.7 46.0 0.8 9.7 4.0
DK 77.1 -0.3 0.8 > 73.2 -0.2 1.6 > 58.6 -2.1 2.9 >
DE 69.4 1.9 3.8 0.6 64.0 1.8 5.9 > 51.5 3.1 13.9 >
EE 69.4 1.3 9.0 0.6 65.9 0.6 9.0 > 60.0 1.5 13.7 >
IE 69.1 0.5 3.9 0.9 60.6 1.3 6.7 > 53.8 0.7 8.5 >
EL 61.4 0.4 4.9 8.6 47.9 0.5 6.2 12.1 42.4 0.1 3.4 7.6
ES 65.6 0.8 9.3 4.4 54.7 1.5 13.4 5.3 44.6 0.5 7.6 5.4
FR 64.6 0.8 2.5 5.4 60.0 1.2 4.8 > 38.3 0.2 8.4 11.7
IT 58.7 0.3 5.0 11.3 46.6 0.3 7.0 13.4 33.8 1.3 6.1 16.2
CY 71.0 1.4 5.3 > 62.4 2.1 8.9 > 55.9 2.3 6.5 >
LV 68.3 2.0 10.8 1.7 64.4 2.0 10.6 > 57.7 4.4 21.7 >
LT 64.9 1.3 5.8 5.1 62.2 1.2 4.5 > 53.4 3.8 13.0 >
LU 63.6 0.0 0.9 6.4 55.0 0.4 4.9 5.0 32.9 -0.3 6.2 17.1
HU 57.3 0.0 1.0 12.7 50.9 -0.2 1.2 9.1 33.1 -0.5 10.9 16.9
MT 55.7 0.9 1.5 14.3 36.9 2.0 3.8 23.1 28.3 -1.7 -0.2 21.7
NL 76.0 1.7 3.1 > 69.6 1.9 6.1 > 50.9 3.2 12.7 >
AT 71.4 1.2 2.9 > 64.4 0.9 4.8 > 38.6 3.1 9.8 11.4
PL 57.0 2.5 2.0 13.0 50.6 2.4 1.7 9.4 29.7 1.6 1.3 20.3
PT 67.8 -0.1 -0.6 2.2 61.9 -0.1 1.4 > 50.9 0.8 0.2 >
RO 58.8 0.0 1.2 11.2 52.8 -0.2 1.0 7.2 41.4 -0.3 4.1 8.6
SI 67.8 1.2 5.0 2.2 62.6 0.8 4.2 > 33.5 0.9 10.8 16.5
SK 60.7 1.3 3.9 9.3 53.0 1.1 1.5 7.0 35.6 2.5 14.3 14.4
FI 70.3 1.0 3.1 > 68.5 1.2 4.3 > 55.0 0.5 13.4 >
SE 74.2 1.1 1.2 > 71.8 1.1 0.9 > 70.0 0.4 5.1 >
UK 71.3 -0.2 0.1 > 65.5 -0.3 0.8 > 57.4 0.0 6.7 >
EU-27 65.4 0.9 3.2 4.6 58.3 1.0 4.6 1.7 44.7 1.2 7.8 5.3
EU-15 66.9 0.7 3.5 3.1 59.7 1.0 5.6 0.3 46.6 1.3 8.8 3.4
2010 target 70% More than 60% 50%
Note: * Data for RO 2002.
The column “Gap below 2010 target” is for illustrative purposes only, since the 2010 target is a collective for the EU and not individual Member States.  
The symbol “>” indicates that the respective target has already been exceeded by the Member State concerned.
Chart 11: Employment rates for Member States by gender, 2007
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Chart 15 shows that for the EU as a 
whole, the youth employment rate in 
2007 was slightly lower than in 2000. 
However, across the Member States 
the situation differs somewhat. In 
Hungary, Luxembourg, Portugal and 
Malta, there was a quite significant fall 
in the youth employment rate, while 
it noticeably increased in Latvia, Spain 
and Estonia. The latter Member States 
are also among those that had the 
strongest increases in the overall em-
ployment rate.
 Lisbon and Stockholm targets and the relaunched Lisbon Strategy
The 2000 Lisbon European Council set a strategic goal, over the decade 2000–10, for the EU:
to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustain-
able economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion.*
It specifically stated that the overall aim of employment and economic policies should be to raise the employment rate 
to as close to 70% as possible by 2010 and to increase the employment rate for women to more than 60% by the same 
year, not least in order to reinforce the sustainability of social protection systems. In addition to the 2010 Lisbon targets, 
the 2001 Stockholm European Council set a new target of raising the average EU employment rate for older men and 
women (aged 55–64) to 50% by 2010. 
Recognising the limited progress achieved so far towards these targets, the European Council decided in 2005 to re-
launch the Lisbon Strategy without delay and refocus priorities on economic growth and employment. As part of 
this, a new set of employment guidelines for the period 2005–08 was adopted by the Council in July 2005 to reflect 
the renewed focus on jobs. These form part of the integrated guidelines package also adopted in 2005, which lays 
out a comprehensive strategy of macroeconomic, microeconomic and employment policies to redress Europe’s weak 
growth performance and insufficient job creation. The employment guidelines continue to reflect the EU’s overall goal 
of achieving full employment, quality and productivity at work, and social and territorial cohesion, and advocate a life-
cycle approach to work that tackles the problems faced by all age groups. The eight employment guidelines fall under 
three broad areas for action, namely to:
tBUUSBDUBOESFUBJONPSFQFPQMFJOFNQMPZNFOUJODSFBTFMBCPVSTVQQMZBOENPEFSOJTFTPDJBMQSPUFDUJPOTZTUFNT
tJNQSPWFBEBQUBCJMJUZPGXPSLFSTBOEFOUFSQSJTFT
tJODSFBTFJOWFTUNFOUJOIVNBODBQJUBMUISPVHICFUUFSFEVDBUJPOBOETLJMMT
 
 
* The Presidency Conclusions of the Lisbon European Council of 23 and 24 March 2000 are available at http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/
lis1_en.htm.
Chart 12: Overall employment rates  
for Member States, 2000 and 2007
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 Activity rates  3.1.3. 
In 2007 the proportion of people in 
the EU who were working or looking 
for work stood as a whole at 70.5% 
(of the working-age population) com-
pared with 68.5% in 2000. Disaggre-
gated for gender, the activity rate for 
men was at 77.6%, and that for women 
at 63.3%. Moreover, in all age groups 
the former was higher than the ac-
tivity rate of women. However, while 
the difference in the activity rate be-
tween men and women amounted to 
19 percentage points, the difference 
between the rates for older work-
ers (aged 55–64) and young people 
(aged 15–24) was only 6.7 percentage 
points. See Chart 16.
Chart 17 shows that in most Mem-
ber States the 2007 activity rate was 
higher than that observed in 2000, ex-
cept in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, 
Lithuania, Romania, Poland and the 
UK. Compared across Member States, 
the activity rates ranged from just un-
der 60% in Malta to 80% in Denmark. 
In Bulgaria, Italy, Hungary, Luxem-
bourg, Poland and Romania the ac-
tivity rates were also substantially (5 
percentage points or more) below the 
EU average.
The largest disparities between the 
activity rates of men and women were 
found in Greece, Italy and especially 
Malta, while the lowest were in Finland, 
Sweden and Denmark. See Chart 18. 
Contractual and working- 3.2. 
time arrangements 
The developments described above in 
the employment and activity rates of 
female and older workers partly reflect 
the increased occurrence of part-time 
and fixed-term work arrangements. 
In 2007, 18.2% of the workers in the 
EU were in part-time employment – an 
increase of 2 percentage points com-
pared with the situation in 2000. At the 
same time, the use of fixed-term, as op-
posed to open-ended, permanent con-
tracts stood at 14.5% in 2007 – a rise of 
2.2 percentage points since 2000. 
Chart 13: Female employment rates for Member States, 2000 and 2007
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Note: * Data for RO, 2002.
Chart 14: Older worker employment rates for Member States, 2000 and 2007
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Chart 15: Youth employment rates for Member States, 2000 and 2007
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The incidence of part-time employ-
ment varied significantly across 
Member States. The highest share 
was found in the Netherlands where 
46.8% of total employment is part-
time, while the lowest shares are pre-
dominantly found in the new Member 
States. See Chart 19. Compared with 
the situation in 2000, there was a 
moderate rise in the use of part-time 
contracts between 2000 and 2007 in 
most Member States, except in several 
of the new Member States where the 
share declined, with by far the largest 
fall observed in Latvia. See Chart 20. 
Part-time work is predominantly car-
ried out by women, with 31.2% of 
women in the EU in part-time con-
tracts compared with only 7.7% of 
men. The proportion of women work-
ing part-time is highest in the Nether-
lands at 75%, and lowest in Bulgaria at 
2.1%. See Chart 19.
In 2007 the incidence of fixed-term 
work varied significantly across the 
EU, but unlike part-time employ-
ment, fixed-term employment does 
not show large differences between 
men and women at the level of the 
EU. See Chart21. In most Member 
States, the use of fixed-term con-
tracts rose moderately between 2000 
and 2007, except in Poland where it 
grew from 5.8% in 2000 to 28.2% in 
2007.13 See Chart 22. 
13  Since 2000, job creation in Poland has 
primarily been driven by an increase in 
temporary jobs, reflecting a persistent strong 
discrepancy in employment protection 
legislation between regular and temporary 
workers. However, with the introduction of 
some important amendments to the labour 
code (e.g. the re-instatement of the third fixed-
term contract rule), the growth of fixed-term 
jobs started to slow down in recent years.
Chart 16: Activity rates in the EU by age group and gender, 2007
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Chart 17: Activity rates for Member States, 2000 and 2007
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey, annual averages.
Note: * Data for RO, 2002.
Chart 18: Activity rates for Member States by gender, 2007
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Although the increased occurrence 
of part-time and fixed-term work ar-
rangements can allow for a better 
synchronisation of employees’ and 
employers’ working requirements and 
a better balancing of work and private 
life (in the case of part-time contracts), 
they may also pose the risk of driving 
employees involuntarily into such ar-
rangements. Chart 23 suggests that 
part-time work is largely voluntary. 
However, Chart 24 shows that fixed-
term work is to a large extent done 
on an involuntary basis from the per-
spective of the employee.14 
It should also be recognised that a 
higher incidence of fixed-time con-
tracts carries the risk of further labour 
market segmentation. In principle, 
these contracts can act as stepping 
stones to enter employment and to 
progress subsequently into better 
contractual arrangements. However, 
as the risk exists that workers get 
trapped in a series of fixed-term con-
tracts for a long period, there is a clear 
need to distribute flexibility and secu-
rity more evenly over the workforce in 
some Member States.15
In 2007, the average usual weekly 
working hours of employees (worked 
full time in  their main job) in the EU 
as a whole was 40.5 hours. See Chart 
25. Compared across Member States, 
average weekly working hours are 
generally higher in the new Member 
States than in the EU-15 countries 
(with the exception of the UK and 
Austria). The lowest number of work-
ing hours was in the Netherlands with 
38.9 hours and the highest in the UK 
and Austria with 42.5 and 42.4 hours 
respectively. Men work on average 2 
hours more than women.
Between 2000 and 2007 the average 
weekly working hours of employees 
in EU-27 rose only slightly. However, a 
notable increase is to be found in Aus-
tria, while the Czech Republic showed 
the strongest decline.
14  Chart 24 shows people who could not find 
a permanent job plus people in education or 
training or in a probationary job.
15  See also European Commission (2007b).
Chart 19: Part-time employment for Member States by gender, 2007
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey, annual averages.  
Note: Data for IE, 2004.
Chart 20: Change in the share of part-time employment in total  
employment in the Member States, 2000–07 
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey, annual averages. 
Note: Changes for BG, 2001–07; IE, 2000–04; and RO, 2002–07.
Chart 21: Fixed-term employment for Member States by gender, 2007
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Unemployment  3.3. 
In 2007 the situation with regard to 
unemployment improved further in 
most Member States. This develop-
ment was in line with the structural 
labour market reforms which have 
been implemented in most Mem-
ber States in recent years and the 
favourable economic conditions in 
the first half of 2007. Nevertheless, 
as the international economic situ-
ation started to falter in the second 
half of 2007, the outlook for future 
developments in unemployment 
started to look less favourable.
In 2007, the overall unemployment 
rate was at a single-digit level in all 
Member States, except Slovakia where 
it stood at 11.1% (of the labour force). 
See Chart 27. The lowest rates were 
reached in the Netherlands, Denmark 
and Cyprus, where the unemployment 
rate stood at 3.2%, 3.7% and 3.9% 
respectively. Compared with 2006, 
when the unemployment rates had 
already declined substantially in most 
Member States, the unemployment 
rates fell further in all Member States, 
except Ireland and Portugal where it 
rose by 0.2 and 0.3 percentage points, 
respectively. The largest decline was 
to be found in Poland where the un-
employment rate fell by 4.2 percent-
age points, partly reflecting labour 
mobility to old Member States. 
The differences in the unemployment 
rates across Member States reflect to 
a large extent differences in structural 
and long-term unemployment rates. 
On average, the structural unemploy-
ment rate in the EU is 7.1%, but the 
highest structural unemployment rate 
amounts to 12% in Slovakia and the 
lowest to 3.2% in the Netherlands. See 
Chart 28. Moreover, in some Member 
States the long-term unemployment 
rate (i.e. unemployment for a dura-
tion of 12 months or more) remains 
high, especially in Slovakia where it 
reached 8.3% (of the labour force) in 
2007, compared with 3% for the EU as 
a whole. See Chart 29. 
In 2007, the EU unemployment 
rate for men stood at 6.6% and that 
for woman at 7.8%. See Chart 27.   
Chart 23: Part-time work on an involuntary basis, 2007
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Chart 22: Changes in the share of fixed-term employment 
 in total employment in Member States, 2000–07
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Note: Data for BG, 2001; and RO, 2002.
Chart 24: Fixed-term work on an involuntary basis, 2007
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Except for Ireland, Estonia, the UK, 
Latvia, Romania and Germany, the un-
employment rate for men was lower 
than the rate for women with the larg-
est difference in Greece at 7.6%. 
Youth unemployment (aged 15–24) re-
mains a serious concern and efforts to 
integrate young people into the labour 
market and to support them as they pur-
sue careers alternating between employ-
ment, study and unemployment should 
remain high on the policy agenda. Youth 
unemployment stood at 15.3% in the EU 
in 2007, down from 16.9% in 2006, but 
still more than twice the prime-age adult 
unemployment rate. In many Member 
States youth unemployment remains a 
severe problem, with rates in excess of 
20% found in Romania, Italy, Slovakia, 
Poland and Greece, which are usually 
also countries with a high overall unem-
ployment rate. See Chart 30.
All in all, the previous figures indi-
cate that there remains considerable 
scope for raising employment in the 
EU, especially among such groups as 
women, older people and youth. Nev-
ertheless, it should also be recognised 
that the further integration of these 
people requires the implementation of 
adequate policies as reflected in the In-
tegrated guidelines for growth and jobs.
Labour productivity  3.4. 
growth 
Some noticeable differences regard-
ing labour productivity growth con-
tinued to exist across Member States. 
See Chart 31. In 2007, labour produc-
tivity growth (in terms of real GDP per 
employed person) was lowest in Den-
mark (0%), Italy (0.5%), Luxembourg 
(0.2%) and Sweden (0.5%), while 
strong growth was recorded in most 
of the new Member States, with the 
highest rates in Estonia (6.6%), Latvia 
(6.6%), Lithuania (6.7%) and, especial-
ly, Slovakia (8.1%). 
Compared with previous years, when 
some new Member States attained 
double-digit growth rates, these high 
growth rates for the new Member 
States are not exceptional, reflecting 
a continued catching-up towards the 
EU average. This process is expected to 
continue until the productivity levels 
of the new Member States have con-
verged towards the levels attained in 
the old Member States – provided that 
the new Member States implement 
policies that promote the reallocation 
of labour towards sectors with high 
productivity, facilitate the diffusion of 
technology (including the modernisa-
tion of work organisation and working 
conditions), promote the investment 
in human capital, and accommodate 
further capital deepening16.
Among the larger of the old Member 
States, the UK recorded the highest 
productivity growth at 2.3% – the 
highest for this country since the 
beginning of the decade. Productiv-
ity growth weakened significantly in 
Germany (down from 2.7% in 2006 
to 1.0% in 2007) and France (down 
from 1.4% in 2006 to 0.8% in 2007), 
remaining weak in Spain (at 0.8% in 
2007) and Italy (at 0.5% in 2007). The 
highest productivity growth in the old 
Member States was attained in Greece 
where it stood at 2.7%.
 
16  i.e. increase in the capital stock per 
employee.
Chart 25:  Average usual weekly working hours (in main job, full-time) 
of all employees in the Member States by gender, 2007 
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Chart 26:  Change in working hours (in main job) of all employees in 
the Member States, 2000-07
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Employment and  4. 
productivity growth
The previous analysis shows how the 
dynamics of employment and labour 
productivity growth varied across the 
Member States between 2000 and 
2007. Chart 32 summarises these find-
ings by plotting the average annual 
growth of employment and produc-
tivity per Member State. 
On average, high productivity growth 
was obtained in the Baltic Member 
States, as well as Romania and Slovakia. 
By contrast, a low average productivity 
growth rate was realised in France, Spain, 
Italy, Malta, Portugal and Cyprus. At the 
same time, high employment growth oc-
curred in Luxemburg, Ireland and Spain, 
with low employment growth in Poland, 
Germany, Hungary, and Romania. All in 
all, a negative short-run relationship be-
tween employment growth and produc-
tivity growth emerges, with no Member 
State obtaining simultaneously very high 
employment and productivity growth. 
This evidence raises then the question 
as to how employment growth and la-
bour productivity growth interact with 
each other and how policies and labour 
market institutions influence this inter-
action. Answering this question is im-
portant as the EU and Member States 
should try to realise both strong em-
ployment and productivity growth in 
order to reach their social and economic 
objectives in the face of the various chal-
lenges arising from rapid technological 
change, an ageing population, acceler-
ating globalisation, rising energy and 
commodity prices and climate change. 
Economic theory suggests that, at the 
macro-level, there should be no long-
run trade-off between employment 
and labour productivity growth. In 
the long term, the latter is primarily 
determined by technological change 
(including efficiency gains due to 
the modernisation of work organisa-
tion and working conditions)17, while 
17  At least in the neo-classical growth 
models, where the accumulation of human 
and physical capital is subject to diminishing 
returns. See for instance Barro and Sala-i-
Martin (1995) and Denis et al. (2005).
Chart 27: Unemployment rates for Member States by gender, 2007
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Chart 28: Structural unemployment rate  
in the EU Member States, 2007
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Chart 29: Long-term unemployment rates  
for Member States by gender, 2007
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changes in employment essentially re-
flect changes in the size and composi-
tion of the labour force, together with 
factors that affect the functioning of 
the labour market, including (labour 
market) policies and institutions. 
Although no (significant) trade-off be-
tween employment and labour pro-
ductivity growth is to be expected at 
the macro level in the long run, such a 
trade-off may exist at the level of the 
enterprises (or industries) or at the 
macro level in the short to medium 
run. Nonetheless, appropriate policy 
responses have the potential to tem-
per the extent of such trade-offs.
At the level of the enterprises (or in-
dustries), Nordhaus (2005) argues that 
the impact of productivity growth on 
employment depends on the bias of 
technological change, the prices of 
competing goods and the price elas-
ticity of demand. For instance, in ag-
riculture where price elasticities are 
low, employment is likely to decline 
when productivity increases, because 
as prices decrease demand will remain 
almost unchanged. 
By contrast, in industries producing 
goods for which demand is price-elastic, 
employment is likely to rise if productiv-
ity increases because demand will also 
increase as a result of declining prices 
– provided that the prices of substitutes 
(for instance goods produced in other 
countries) do not fall to an even greater 
extent as a result of the adaptation of 
the same technological progress. 
In such circumstances, policies to fa-
cilitate the workers’ transition to new 
jobs rather than to protect the old 
jobs are going to be more effective in 
raising both productivity and employ-
ment. Such policies include:
the modernisation of labour laws  • 
that allow for sufficiently flexible 
work arrangements and reduce 
labour market segmentation and 
undeclared work
the provision of adequate active  • 
labour market policies
the promotion of lifelong learning  • 
throughout the lifecycle
the implementation of modern so- • 
cial security systems that combine 
the provision of adequate income 
support with the need to facilitate 
labour market mobility18. 
In the short to medium term, labour pro-
ductivity growth is determined by chang-
es in total factor productivity, the capital 
intensity of production19, the stock of 
human capital20 and aggregate demand. 
Total factor productivity growth is prima-
rily shaped by innovation and the adop-
tion of new technologies. Changes in the 
capital-to-labour ratio are determined by 
changes in relative factor prices and the 
speed at which the production factors 
are adjusted to their desired level, while 
changes in human capital are to a large 
18  See for instance European Commission 
(2007b). 
19  i.e. the capital-to-labour ratio.
20  Consider the following Cobb-Douglas type 
production function with constant returns to scale:
(1)  
where Y is output; A, total factor productivity; 
L, the number of workers; H, the stock of 
human capital; and K, the stock of physical 
capital; and where it is assumed that a skilled 
worker supplies both one unit of L and 
some amount of H. The parameter α is the 
human capital elasticity of output, while the 
parameter ß is the physical capital elasticity 
of output. For these elasticities it holds that 
0 < α < 1, 0 < ß < 1 and 0 < α + ß < 1. See for 
instance Romer (1996).
Chart 30: Youth unemployment rates  
for Member States by gender, 2007 
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Chart 31: Growth in productivity per person employed  
across Member States, 2007 
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extent established by education, training 
and lifelong learning. This breakdown of 
labour productivity growth into its com-
ponents indicates that several factors 
may affect the interaction between pro-
ductivity and employment growth at the 
macro-level. In the context of the EU, the 
following factors and policy responses 
seem to be of particular importance21.
Firstly, an inverse relationship between 
employment and productivity growth 
will be observed when the capital in-
tensity of production changes due to, 
for example, an increase in the supply 
of labour (e.g. through targeted tax 
cuts or wage subsidies for low-skilled 
workers, migrants or disabled workers) 
and where investments are unable to 
adjust immediately so that the capital-
to-labour ratio falls in the short run. 
Over the longer term, this decline in the 
capital-to-labour ratio may be temper-
ed as additional investments are made 
in order to match the increased level of 
employment. Nevertheless, the inverse 
Dividing both sides of equation (1) by L, taking 
log differences and rearranging terms yields: 
(2) 
i.e. labour productivity growth, ⎟
⎠
⎞
⎜
⎝
⎛
L
Y
log   d , is 
equal to total factor productivity growth, 
log(A)   d , plus growth in human capital per 
employee, ⎟
⎠
⎞
⎜
⎝
⎛
L
H
log   d , (adjusted for a fraction 
equal to the human capital elasticity of output) 
plus growth in physical capital per employee,
⎟
⎠
⎞
⎜
⎝
⎛
L
K
log   d , (adjusted for a fraction equal to 
the physical capital elasticity of output). 
Total factor productivity growth measures 
technological change and efficiency gains, i.e. 
the productivity gains that are not accounted 
for by changes in factor inputs.
Three remarks. First, the labour input in 
equation (1) could be further refined by also 
considering the hours worked and the effort 
delivered. Second, in the long run, when a 
balanced growth path is attained, i.e. when 
⎟
⎠
⎞
⎜
⎝
⎛ = ⎟
⎠
⎞
⎜
⎝
⎛ = ⎟
⎠
⎞
⎜
⎝
⎛
L
K
log   d   
L
H
log   d   
L
Y
log   d , we get:
(3) 
) 1 (
log(A)   d
L
Y
log   d
β α− −
= ⎟
⎠
⎞
⎜
⎝
⎛  
i.e. labour productivity grows at the rate of 
total factor productivity. See for instance Barro 
and Sala-i-Martin (1995). Third, in case we 
do not assume constant returns to scale, the 
employment level will also have an impact on 
labour productivity.
21  See also Bassanini and Venn (2007), 
Cavelaars (2005), Dew-Becker and Gordon 
(2008), European Commission (2007a) and 
OECD (2007 and 2008) for a discussion of 
the interaction between employment and 
productivity growth.
relationship between employment and 
labour productivity growth may persist 
if the skills and experience of the new 
entrants are below those of the aver-
age worker already employed. In that 
case there is a need to implement ap-
propriate accommodating policies that 
provide the new workers with the op-
portunities and incentives to learn new 
skills (including investments in educa-
tion, training and lifelong learning) and 
assist them in their working life transi-
tions. See the Employment Committee 
Working Group on Productivity (2006). 
Secondly, labour productivity growth 
in the EU may be low – relative to oth-
er developed economies such as the 
US - if there are insufficient incentives 
to innovate, adopt new technologies 
or shift labour (and capital) to sectors 
with strong productivity growth. See 
von Wachter (2001) and Kolasa (2005). 
Such incentives may be absent due to 
a lack of competitive pressures or an 
integrated internal market (creating 
economies of scale). 
The channels through which increased 
competition improves employment and 
productivity are manifold22, covering, in-
ter alia, reductions in the cost of entering 
new markets, reductions in price mark-
22   See European Commission (2004a, Chapter 5) 
for a comprehensive discussion of this issue. See 
also Arpaia et al. (2007) for an assessment of the 
positive interaction between structural reforms 
in different areas and the spillovers between 
reforms at EU and national level. 
ups23 and subsequent re-allocations of 
inputs, improvements in the utilisation 
of production factors through introduc-
ing better production methods within 
the firm, and, over a longer time-horizon, 
the development of new products and 
process innovations.
In this context, it is sometimes argued 
that employment protection legisla-
tion (EPL) will have a negative impact 
on productivity growth if it hinders 
the smooth reallocation of labour 
to sectors with strong productivity 
growth24. However, on balance the 
23  i.e., the mark-up between marginal costs 
and market prices. 
24  See Nickell and Layard (1999) for some 
cross-country empirical evidence on a positive 
relationship between productivity growth 
and EPL. See also Bartelsman et al. (2007) who 
illustrate on the basis of firm-level datasets 
that those industries where experimentation 
is the required path for innovation, stringent 
EPL reduces productivity. Moreover, Belot et al. 
(2007) find on the basis of cross-country time-
series data that EPL has a nonlinear relationship 
with economic growth, and conclude that 
at low levels of EPL an increase in protection 
stimulates growth and that at high levels of EPL 
an increase in protection is harmful to growth. 
Moreover, the positive effects of EPL are larger 
in sectors where firm-specific skills matter more. 
See also Hartman et al. (2007) who argue 
that the main determinant for the speed with 
which capital is reallocated from declining 
to rising sectors is the overall capital market 
size and that further financial sector reforms 
promoting the size of financial markets may be 
a valuable complement to reforms in the labour 
markets. See also Barrel et al. (2008) for an 
analysis as to how EMU affected employment 
and productivity growth by creating more 
opportunities to trade and specialise. 
Chart 32: Employment and labour productivity growth in the EU-27, 
average annual growth rates, 2000–07 
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impact of EPL is less clear-cut as it may 
also encourage existing enterprises to 
raise productivity (e.g. through inno-
vation or the provision of firm-specific 
training to their employees) in order 
to remain competitive and avoid pay-
ing redundancy costs as a result of 
output loss25. 
In the same way, the impact of un-
employment benefits on the relation 
between employment and productiv-
ity growth is also ambiguous. On the 
one hand, generous unemployment 
benefits tend to prolong the dura-
tion of the unemployment, thereby 
depreciating the human capital stock. 
On the other hand, generous unem-
ployment benefits give workers the 
opportunity to search longer for a job 
that matches their skills and to take 
more risks in a business environment 
where experimentation is the re-
quired path for innovation. There is in-
sufficient empirical evidence to make 
a clear statement about the impact of   
25  See for instance Koeniger (2005) and 
Kessing (2006).
  unemployment benefits and EPL on 
the interaction between employment 
and productivity growth26. 
Thirdly, an inverse relation between 
employment and productivity growth 
may emerge over the business cycle 
due to the existence of adjustment 
costs – e.g. EPL and costs associated 
with employee training – which en-
courage enterprises to hoard labour 
during periods of a slowdown (there-
by reducing measured productivity) 
and utilise labour more extensively 
during periods of expansion (thereby 
increasing measured productivity). 
Finally, any potential trade-off between 
employment and productivity growth 
is likely to be limited over the medium 
term if synergies between quality at 
work, productivity and employment 
are fully exploited in a positive way. This 
is because improvements in work qual-
ity increase productivity through high-
er worker effort,   efficiency,   reciprocity   
26  See for instance OECD (2007).
and fairness in work relationships, as 
well as employment, in particular of 
older workers and people with care 
 responsibilities.27 
All in all, the previous analysis dem-
onstrates how various factors tend 
to cause an inverse relation between 
employment and labour productivity 
growth in the short to medium run. 
However, the analysis indicates also 
that the implementation of appropri-
ate polices has the potential to en-
sure a positive outcome with respect 
to both employment and produc-
tivity in the short to medium term. 
Such policies should not only cover 
structural reforms in the labour mar-
ket but also in the services, product 
and financial markets and a stable 
macroeconomic environment, as is 
reflected in the Integrated guidelines 
for growth and jobs (2005–08) and the 
proposed  Integrated guidelines for 
growth and jobs (2008–10) (European 
Commission, 2007d).
27  See the Employment in Europe 2002 
(Chapter 3) and Employment in Europe 2008 
(Chapter 4).41
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Summary and  5. 
conclusions
Following the noticeable recovery in 
employment in 2006, labour markets 
in the EU remained robust in 2007. 
Overall, EU employment grew by 1.6% 
in 2007 – the same rate as the preced-
ing year and 0.5 percentage points 
higher than the growth rate attained 
in the US. This strong performance re-
flects a lagged response to the strong 
GDP growth up until the second quar-
ter of 2007, the continued positive im-
pact of EU accession for most of the 
new Member States, and the impact 
of structural reforms implemented in 
some Member States in recent years. 
In addition, the data showed that, in 
2007, employment growth was posi-
tive in all EU Member States, except 
Hungary where employment de-
creased slightly. The strongest growth 
occurred in Poland. Among the large 
Member States, employment growth 
in France and especially in Germany 
strengthened further, while it weak-
ened in Italy and Spain.
The overall EU employment rate in 
2007 reached 65.4% – still some 4.6 
percentage points off the 2010 Lisbon 
target employment rate of 70% for the 
EU as a whole. At the same time, the 
employment rate for women reached 
58.3%, compared with the 60% target, 
and the employment rate for older 
workers grew to 44.7%, compared 
with the 50% target. This indicates 
that the target for female workers is 
well within reach but that the fulfil-
ment of the target for older workers 
will prove to be quite a challenge.
The incidence of part-time and fixed-
term employment continued to vary 
significantly across the Member 
States. Part-time work is predomi-
nantly carried out by women, with 
31.2% of women in the EU with part-
time contracts compared with only 
7.7% of men. In contrast, fixed-term 
employment does not show large dif-
ferences between men and women 
at the level of the EU. Moreover, part-
time work is largely voluntary while 
fixed-term work is to a large extent 
involuntary (from the perspective of 
the employees).
The unemployment rate was in single 
digits in all Member States in 2007, with 
the exception of Slovakia. The structural 
and long-term unemployment rates in 
the EU as a whole continued to decline, 
falling to 7.4% and 3% respectively. 
Nevertheless, significant differences 
across the Member States persist, with 
the highest structural unemployment 
rate in Slovakia at 12% and the lowest 
in the Netherlands at 3.2%, and with 
the highest long-term unemployment 
rate in Slovakia at 8.3% and the lowest 
in Denmark at 0.6%, indicating that in 
some Member States there is still signifi-
cant room for structural reforms.
Labour productivity growth in the 
EU was, for the second year in a row, 
strong and higher than in the US, de-
spite the already robust increases in 
employment. 
Finally, the chapter examined how 
employment and labour productivity 
interact with one another and how 
policies and institutions can influence 
this interaction. In general the analy-
sis demonstrated how various factors 
(including changes in multi-factor 
productivity, the capital intensity of 
production, human capital stock and 
aggregate demand) may tend to cause 
an inverse relation between employ-
ment and labour productivity growth 
in the short to medium run. However, 
the overview also concluded that the 
implementation of appropriate polic-
es has the potential to ensure a posi-
tive outcome with respect to both 
employment and productivity. 
Overshadowing the positive evidence 
for 2007, however, is the mounting evi-
dence of economic difficulties and un-
certainties in the EU as well as the rest 
of the world for 2008 and 2009. If con-
firmed, this suggests that there is un-
likely to be any further improvement in 
the EU’s overall employment perform-
ance in the immediate future, with a 
risk of some serious deterioration. 42
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Chapter
Introduction 1. 
Immigration remains of high political 
importance on European Union (EU) 
and Member States’ agendas. Since 
the end of the 1990s, issues related to 
international migration, and in particu-
lar labour migration, have received in-
creasing attention from policy-makers. 
As highlighted in the recent European 
Commission Communication Towards 
a common immigration policy (Europe-
an Commission, 2007e), immigration 
has an impact on the economy, soci-
ety and external relations. Moreover, 
against the background of ageing Eu-
ropean societies and growing labour 
market needs, demand for immigra-
tion in the EU is set to increase over the 
coming decades. 
Indeed, the shrinking working-age 
population in Europe, in combination 
with various push factors in develop-
ing countries, is likely to generate a 
sustained flow of immigrants over the 
coming decades. Furthermore, Europe 
looks likely to increasingly rely on im-
migration from third (i.e. non-EU) 
countries to help balance supply and 
demand in labour markets, and more 
generally to fuel economic growth. 
In summary – although no substitute 
for structural reforms – well-managed 
immigration can play a role in alleviat-
ing the effects of population ageing 
and help European societies deal with 
labour and skill shortages.
Increased immigration, however, 
brings with it new demands, in par-
ticular regarding developing appro-
priate integration policies that allow 
immigrants to participate more fully 
in society and contribute to social co-
hesion. Access to the labour market 
remains one of the main conditions 
for successful integration. Indeed, as 
highlighted in the Commission’s Com-
munication on the Third annual report 
on migration and integration (European 
Commission, 2007a), employment is 
a key part of the integration process. 
Furthermore, the effective integration 
of immigrants into the labour market 
constitutes an important contribution 
to reaching the Lisbon targets for jobs 
and growth. However, current figures 
show that, in many Member States, the 
labour market situation for third coun-
try migrants is substantially worse than 
that for non-migrants and even that of 
migrants from other EU countries. In 
particular, they tend to have lower em-
ployment rates, higher unemployment 
rates and are often more likely to have 
jobs of lower quality or for which they 
are over-qualified.
Focus of the chapter  1.1. 
This chapter focuses mainly on post-
2000 immigration and the related, 
more recent policy framework (post-
Tampere) rather than the total mi-
gration history of EU Member States 
(which is reflected in their overall 
migrant populations). In addition, it 
recognises that recent and more es-
tablished migrant populations gener-
ally face different labour market chal-
lenges, and may have very different 
features and composition (e.g. skill 
structure, composition by country of 
origin, etc.). 
The chapter provides, from an EU per-
spective, a detailed and up-to-date 
review of the labour market situation, 
integration and characteristics of re-
cent third country migrants to the 
EU* (i.e. immigrants resident in the EU 
who have arrived since 2000) – with 
the caveat that results for Bulgaria, Ire-
land and Germany are generally not 
included as data was unavailable on 
migrants’ specific country of birth.1 It 
includes a special focus on issues relat-
ed to gender and skills of this migrant 
population, together with outcomes 
according to region of origin. Further-
more, it examines migrants’ impact on 
EU labour markets, in particular how 
they are helping to address labour 
market shortages, and compares the 
relative success of labour market in-
tegration of recent migrants across 
Member States. It also briefly exam-
ines key factors affecting migrants’ 
labour market performance, as well 
as inactivity among recent migrants 
and their labour market transitions. A 
discussion of the impact of migration 
on countries of origin, however, lies 
beyond the scope of this chapter. 
In parallel to immigration from outside 
the EU, the EU is also experiencing in-
1   The label EU* refers throughout this 
chapter to the aggregate of EU Member States 
excluding Bulgaria, Germany and Ireland. The 
absence of data on Germany is an important 
drawback.
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creasing movements of people within 
its territory. The advantages created 
by the EU have stimulated Europeans 
to move inside its borders, with more 
and more people taking advantage of 
this possibility. These internal move-
ments fundamentally differ from im-
migration from outside the EU2 and 
are not covered in this chapter; rath-
er they are addressed separately in 
Chapter 3, which focuses on labour 
mobility within the EU in the context 
of enlargement.
Policy context 2. 
Common immigration  2.1. 
policy and EU framework for 
the integration of migrants
As a way of helping address the de-
mographic and economic challenges 
faced by the EU, especially regard-
ing labour supply, immigration has 
gained renewed importance over re-
cent years, particularly in the context 
of developments over the last decade 
to lay the foundations for a common 
immigration policy. 
The entry into force of the Amsterdam 
Treaty in May 1999 and the subsequent 
special European Council in Tampere, 
represented turning points in the EU’s 
commitment to work together in the 
fields of immigration and asylum. The 
dimension of integration policies was 
effectively introduced by the June 
2003 Thessaloniki European Council, 
which considered that the successful 
integration of migrants contributes 
to social cohesion and economic wel-
2   In the case of Europe, two types of 
migration have to be distinguished: cross-
border movements within the EU, and 
immigration from non-EU countries. Intra-EU 
migration is regulated by Article 39 of the 
EC Treaty and belongs to the fundamental 
‘freedoms’ on which the European Union is 
based, though with an extended transition 
period currently in effect for the recently 
acceded members in several EU countries (for 
further detail, see Chapter 3). In contrast to 
intra-EU migration, immigration from non-EU 
countries is regulated by national law which 
differs between the Member States of the EU. 
However, the Member States have agreed 
to develop a legal framework for a common 
immigration policy at EU level in the future.
fare as well as to addressing the de-
mographic and economic challenges 
faced by the EU. Furthermore, it ex-
plicitly called for an accurate and ob-
jective analysis of these issues to help 
devise and promote policy initiatives 
for more effective management of mi-
gration in Europe. 
The need for further developing in-
tegration policies was again stressed 
in the Hague programme adopted 
by the Brussels European Council 
of November 2004. This deals with 
all aspects of policies relating to the 
area of freedom, security and justice, 
including fundamental rights and citi-
zenship, asylum and migration, and 
integration. In this context, the Euro-
pean Council emphasised the need 
to develop effective policies for the 
successful integration of legally resi-
dent third country nationals and their 
descendents in society, calling for ob-
stacles to integration to be effectively 
eliminated. Employment is recognised 
as a key part of the integration proc-
ess and central to the participation of 
immigrants in the host society.
At Hampton Court in October 2005, 
Heads of State and Government 
identified immigration as a key area 
for future work, inviting the EU and 
Member States to further elaborate 
a common approach. This led to the 
adoption of the Global approach to 
migration by the European Council in 
December 2005. At their December 
2007 meeting, the European Council 
emphasised that further developing 
a comprehensive European migration 
policy, including its employment and 
social dimension, remained a funda-
mental priority in order to meet the 
challenges and harness the opportu-
nities that migration represents in a 
new era of globalisation. 
More recently, the Commission’s Com-
munication on The European interest: 
succeeding in the age of globalisation 
(European Commission, 2007g), con-
firmed that ‘in a Europe with no internal 
borders, the changing demands of an 
ageing society and a labour market in 
constant evolution have challenged es-
tablished assumptions about migration 
from outside the EU’. It is recognised 
that in the globalised environment, mi-
gration is likely to be a permanent fea-
ture, meaning that migration policies 
have to take a long-term perspective. 
Particular issues include whether to try 
to stem low-skilled migration or to im-
plement a system to attract specific cat-
egories of immigrants. The needs of the 
labour market are clear: there is special 
urgency with regard to highly qualified 
workers, but also a need for unskilled 
and seasonal workers in certain sectors 
of the economy.
In this context, consolidating the le-
gal framework on the conditions for 
entry and stay of third country nation-
als is essential for devising a coherent 
EU approach. Legislative instruments 
are already in place concerning fam-
ily reunification, long-term residents3 
and qualification of third country na-
tionals or stateless persons as persons 
in need of international protection.4 
These instruments recognise rights 
such as access to employment and 
to education/training, and equal-
ity of treatment. EU legislation on 
anti-discrimination supports this legal 
framework.5 Recently the Commission 
also made proposals for a general 
framework directive defining the ba-
sic rights of immigrant workers in the 
EU and for a directive on the condi-
tions of entry and residence of highly 
3   After five years of legal residence, the 
person can apply for the status of long-
term resident, which gives a set of rights, in 
particular, intra-EU mobility, subject to certain 
conditions.
4   Council Directive 2003/86 on the right 
to family reunification, Council Directive 
2003/109 concerning the status of third 
country nationals who are long-term residents 
and Council Directive 2004/83 on minimum 
standards for the qualification and status of 
third country nationals or stateless persons as 
refugees or as persons who otherwise need 
international protection.
5    The work of the Commission in 2000 
to combat discrimination produced two 
important Directives which reflect the 
Commission’s efforts to enhance migrants’ 
labour market integration. The Directive 
2000/43/EEC lays down a framework for 
combating discrimination based on race or 
ethnic origin both inside and outside the 
employment domain, while Directive 2000/78/
EEC established a framework for combating, 
among others, discrimination based on 
religion or belief in the area of employment. 
See ec.europa.eu/employment_social/
fundamental_rights/legis/legln_en.htm. 45
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skilled immigrants. In addition, the 
Commission has adopted a directive 
proposing sanctions against employ-
ers of third country nationals who stay 
illegally. These proposals are currently 
(July 2008) under examination by the 
Council. Other directives relating to 
seasonal workers, workers relocating 
within multinational companies and 
paid trainees are also foreseen.6
In June 2008, the Commission present-
ed a Communication on A common im-
migration policy for Europe: principles, 
actions and tools (European Commis-
sion, 2008a). The Communication fo-
cuses on future policy developments, 
proposing 10 common principles 
on which the common immigration 
policy should be based and grouped 
under the three headings of Prosperity, 
Security and Solidarity. This includes, to 
illustrate their future implementation, 
examples of concrete actions to be 
pursued at either EU or Member State 
level as appropriate and designed to 
implement the principle in practice.
Labour market  2.2. 
integration of migrants  
and the European 
Employment Strategy
As shown in the Commission’s first An-
nual report on migration and integra-
tion  (European Commission, 2004c), 
lack of access to employment has 
been identified as the greatest bar-
rier to integration, making it the most 
important priority within national in-
tegration policies. Nevertheless, cur-
rent figures still show that in many 
Member States, migrants tend to have 
much lower employment rates than 
EU nationals, have higher unemploy-
ment rates or hold lower-quality jobs. 
This is also the case for countries that 
have comparatively well-performing 
labour markets and which already 
meet the Lisbon employment targets.
The European Employment Strategy 
(EES) fully reflects the need to take 
into account labour aspects of immi-
6   The Commission will present legislative 
proposals concerning seasonal workers and 
remunerated trainees in 2008 and intra-
corporate transferees in 2009.
gration, in particular the need to im-
prove the labour market situation of 
migrants. The Employment Guidelines 
(2005-2008)7 adopted by the Coun-
cil in July 2005 as an integral part of 
the Integrated guidelines package de-
signed to spur growth and jobs in Eu-
rope in the context of the re-launched 
Lisbon Strategy, include as a general 
objective to significantly reduce the 
employment gaps for all people at a 
disadvantage, including migrants. 
In the considerations with regard to 
Guideline 19, it is explicitly stated 
that combating discrimination and 
integrating immigrants and minori-
ties are essential. Moreover, Guideline 
20 refers, among other measures, to 
the appropriate management of eco-
nomic migration to better match la-
bour market needs, reflecting that full 
consideration must also be given on 
the national labour markets to the ad-
ditional labour supply resulting from 
immigration of third country nationals. 
Apart from these specific references, 
a number of other guidelines contain 
elements relevant to the situation of 
migrants. Data to monitor these issues 
is therefore extremely important and 
relevant in the framework of the EES.
Definitional issues  3. 
and analytical approach 
Definitional and   3.1. 
data issues
Before proceeding to the analysis it is 
necessary to clarify a few definitional is-
sues. Firstly, ‘integration’ for immigrants 
means achieving a situation whereby 
labour force outcomes for migrants are 
similar to those of corresponding non-
migrants. This is not to deny that there 
can be other factors like access to edu-
cation, health and housing that need 
to be tackled in the context of their 
overall integration into society.
Secondly, it is necessary to define what 
is meant by the term ‘(im)migrant’. In 
7   These provisions are also reiterated in 
the proposal for the 2008–10 Guidelines for 
growth and jobs (See European Commission, 
2007h.)
most of the analysis in this chapter an 
(im)migrant is defined as an individual 
who resides in a country other than 
the one where they were born ( i.e. a 
‘country of birth’ approach rather than 
‘nationality’ has been used to iden-
tify (im)migrants8, see the annex for 
further discussion). The ‘foreign-born’ 
concept provides a more complete 
picture by including naturalised im-
migrants. In addition, it is in line with 
most of the more recent migration lit-
erature and research which favours an 
approach based on foreign-born over 
foreign-nationals when analysing mi-
grant populations (see for example 
Münz and Fassmann, 2004).
If shares of foreigners are computed 
on the basis of nationality rather than 
actual migration experience, country 
differences will reflect differences in 
naturalisation practice and the ease 
with which migrants can become 
citizens, and in the population shares 
of non-national descendants of im-
migrants (see Table 1). For example, 
in countries with a high incidence of 
naturalisation, the official number of 
legal foreign residents largely under-
estimates the immigrant population 
compared with when the country 
of birth approach is used. Estimates 
based on the EU Labour Force Survey 
(LFS) of the overall number of foreign 
nationals of working age (15–64) resid-
ing in EU Member States amounts to 
approximately 20 million, compared 
with an estimate of almost 33 million 
for those born in another country.9 
8   Even though EU migration policies often 
refer to non-EU nationals as a target group, the 
chapter analyses the non-EU-born population 
as this concept allows for more comprehensive 
economic and labour market assessment of 
migration. The accompanying chapter on 
intra-EU mobility uses a definition of migrants 
based on nationality, mainly because it focuses 
on EU enlargement and the functioning of the 
transitional arrangements. 
9   Taking for each Member State the figure 
based on the years of residence variable (‘born 
in another country’).  46
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However, a major practical drawback 
of this ‘country of birth’ approach is 
that harmonised LFS data for Bulgaria, 
Ireland and Germany available from 
the European statistical authority (Eu-
rostat) does not include information 
on specific country of birth, making 
it impossible to fully identify non-
EU-born migrants. Currently data for 
those Member States only includes 
detailed reference to the nationality 
of respondents. For this reason the ag-
gregates appearing in this chapter do 
not include data for these three Mem-
ber States, which has an impact on 
the representativeness of the results 
for the EU as a whole.10 As soon as 
10  The lack of data for Germany in particular 
comparable data on country of birth 
is available for all EU-27 countries, 
which could be the case in 2009, a ful-
ly representative aggregate covering 
all Member States would be possible.
The total population resident in Mem-
ber States can be divided into three 
basic groups based on place of birth:
Native-born •   – those born in the 
Member State of residence
places an important limitation on the 
extension of the findings to the EU as a whole 
(since, for example, Germany accounts for 
around a quarter of all adult (aged 15 and 
over) non-EU nationals in the EU and has a very 
large share of Turkish immigrants, although its 
share of recently arrived (since 2000) non-EU 
nationals is substantially lower (around 12%).
Other EU-born •   – those born in an-
other EU Member State 
Non-EU-born •   – those born out-
side of the EU. 
The latter two groups – although both 
‘foreign-born’ – may have different resi-
dence and labour market rights, and 
differ in terms of labour market out-
comes. Given that this chapter focuses 
on the situation of migrants from third 
countries, outcomes for non-EU mi-
grants (herein referred to as ‘non-EU-
born’ or ‘third country migrants’, or sim-
ply ‘migrants’) are generally compared 
with those for the population born in 
the EU (‘EU-born’). The latter group 
combines those born in the Member 
State of residence and those born in 
another EU Member State (‘native-
born’ and ‘other EU-born’).
Moreover, in order to distinguish mi-
grants who according to the LFS have 
been resident in the EU since 2000 from 
the overall stock of migrants, migrants 
have been divided into ‘recent migrants’ 
(defined as those who have been resid-
ing in the country for up to a maximum 
of seven years) and ‘longer-established 
migrants’.11 This does not imply that the 
‘recent migrants’ category includes short-
term migrants staying less than a year, 
since they are not covered by the EU LFS 
(see the annex for further details). 
Limitations of the EU LFS  3.2. 
Two important data sources are avail-
able at European level: migration statis-
tics and the EU LFS.12 Migration statistics 
are compiled by the national statistical 
institutes from various data sources, in-
11  For 2007 data ‘recent migrants’ refers to 
those who have been resident for seven years 
or less (i.e. 84 months or less) in the current 
Member State, while ‘longer-established 
migrants’ are those who have been resident 
for more than seven years (i.e. more than 
84 months).
12  An initial comparison undertaken by 
Eurostat indicates major differences for some 
Member States between the LFS data on 
migrants and the migrant data reported by 
National Statistical Institutes from different 
data sources. In most Member States reviewed 
so far, the LFS tended to underestimate the 
numbers of migrants. The differences were 
particularly great for the young adult age 
groups. Further analyses are being carried out.
Table 1: LFS-based data on population aged 15–64 (total,  
foreign-nationals and foreign-born), 2007
  In thousands As % of resident population 15–64
 Total
Foreign-
nationals
Foreign-
born
Born in 
another 
country
Foreign-
nationals
Foreign-
born
Born in 
another 
country
BE 7 008  641  820  820 9.1 11.7 11.7
BG 5 198  8 :  16 0.2 : 0.3
CZ 7 347  67  143  142 0.9 1.9 1.9
DK 3 573  196  336  256 5.5 9.5 7.4
DE 54 213 4 417 : 7 876 8.2 : 14.6
EE  909  150  125  125 16.5 13.8 13.7
IE 2 978 : :  438 : : 14.7
EL 7 208  470  580  585 6.5 8.1 8.1
ES 30 937 3 978 4 749 4 749 12.9 15.3 15.3
FR 39 513 2 418 4 876 4 897 6.1 12.3 12.4
IT 38 946 2 230 3 136 3 137 5.7 8.1 8.1
CY  518  75  96  96 14.5 18.5 18.5
LV 1 573  21  192  191 1.3 12.2 12.2
LT 2 319  18  96  96 0.8 4.1 4.1
LU  316  140  132  131 44.3 41.8 41.5
HU 6 800  45  109  109 0.7 1.6 1.6
MT  278  8  13  13 2.7 4.5 4.5
NL 10 986  487 1 404 1 406 4.4 12.8 12.8
AT 5 551  640  973  973 11.5 17.5 17.5
PL 26 299  43  107  108 0.2 0.4 0.4
PT 7 135  271  549  549 3.8 7.7 7.7
RO 15 046  27  13  13 0.2 0.1 0.1
SI 1 412  12  115  115 0.8 8.1 8.1
SK 3 873  5  21  21 0.1 0.5 0.5
FI 3 503  59  111  111 1.7 3.2 3.2
SE 6 002  301  920  921 5.0 15.3 15.3
UK 38 963 3 051 4 974 4 933 7.8 12.8 12.7
EU-27 328 404 19 778 24 588 32 825 6.0 7.8 10.0
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: ‘:’ data not available. Column ‘Foreign-born’ is based on variable ‘country of birth’; column ‘Born in other 
country’ is based on variable ‘years of residence’. Therefore values for ‘Foreign-born’ and ‘Born in other country’ may 
differ due to different non-response rates.47
Chapter 2: The labour market situation and impact of recent third country migrants
cluding administrative sources. The LFS 
is a household-based survey conducted 
in the Member States, and offers far 
more variables and possibilities for anal-
ysis, although it does not specifically 
target migrants (being aimed rather at 
the whole resident population). 
In this chapter extensive use is made 
of the LFS for examining the labour 
market situation of migrants. Results 
derived from the LFS should, however, 
be treated with caution, since there are 
various technical limitations in the use 
of the survey with regard to migrant 
populations, in particular concerning 
coverage of very recent migrants and 
collective households, relative levels of 
non-response and small sample sizes 
(see the annex for further details).
The need for  4. 
immigration – 
demographic, labour 
market and economic 
benefits
There are various reasons why in the 
coming decades Europe looks set 
to increasingly rely on immigration 
from third countries. Firstly, against 
the background of ageing European 
societies and a shrinking working-
age population (currently defined as 
those aged 15–64), immigrants will be 
needed in future years to help attenu-
ate and spread the effects of demo-
graphic change over a longer period. 
In particular, they could help address 
the issue of falling labour supply and 
more generally fuel economic growth. 
Secondly, Europe looks likely to in-
creasingly rely on immigration from 
third countries to help balance sup-
ply and demand in labour markets, in 
particular through addressing labour 
shortages regarding specific skills.
Alleviating effects of  4.1. 
population ageing 
In principle, migration from third 
countries could play a significant role 
in alleviating the effects of population 
ageing. Indeed, immigration to the EU 
currently remains the main element 
in demographic growth, as has been 
the case since 1992, and has far out-
weighed the contribution from natu-
ral change over recent years. Without 
continued migration, there would be 
an even more pronounced decline in 
the working-age population over fu-
ture years as a result of current demo-
graphic trends. Furthermore, immigra-
tion could contribute not only in terms 
of overall population size but also by 
modifying the demographic structure 
through, for example, increasing the 
share of younger cohorts13 and raising 
overall fertility rates. Nevertheless, as 
further explained below, migration in-
flows could only partially compensate 
for the massive departures from the 
labour market due to ageing particu-
larly in the period 2020–50.
According to the ‘baseline’ scenario 
of Eurostat’s 2008 population projec-
tions, the EU-27 population, and the 
working-age population in particular, 
is expected to decline over the first 
half of the century. The working-age 
population is foreseen to start falling 
from 2013 and decrease to 294 mil-
lion by 2050, representing a decrease 
of around 39 million (or 12%) by 2050 
compared with 2008 levels (333 mil-
lion). This overall decline already re-
flects a substantial offset of around 53 
million through continued immigra-
tion; otherwise (as shown in the ‘zero 
net migration’ variant) the working-
age population would be expected to 
drop to 242 million (Chart 1). 
13  The non-EU-born currently increase the 
share of the working-age population within 
the total population by 0.9 percentage points, 
and decreases the share of those aged 65 and 
over by 0.3 percentage points. 
Chart 1: Projected working-age population (aged 15–64) in the EU-27, 2008 to 2050
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If the working-age population declines 
as forecast, by 2050 there would be one 
(presumably inactive) person aged 65 
or older for every two of working age. 
The old-age dependency ratio – i.e. the 
ratio of older people aged 65 or over to 
the working-age population – would 
approximately double to 50% in the 
baseline scenario, but would be even 
worse (59%) in the zero net migration 
scenario. Under the baseline scenario 
of continued immigration, migrants 
are foreseen to help favourably adjust 
the expected age structure, shifting 
the population shares of the five-year 
age groups below 55 up by 0.2–0.5 per-
centage points, and those of older age 
groups down considerably (Chart 2). 
As a result, it is projected that by 2050 
continued migration would contribute 
to raising the share of the working-age 
population in the total population by 
2.6 percentage points, and reduce the 
share of those aged 65 and over by 3.5 
percentage points14.
These projections suggest that even 
maintaining the net migration flows 
at levels of the order of 1.2 million per 
year on average from 2008 onwards15 
14  These results clearly depend on certain 
underlying assumptions such as the age 
structure and ageing pattern of the migrants 
themselves, their family sizes and family 
reunifications in the host country, their 
duration of stay and return migration, etc.
15  An assumption of the projections: net 
migration is assumed to be 1.2 million per year 
on average over the period 2008 to 2050.
would result in significantly lower lev-
els of working-age labour supply, al-
though it should be noted that this as-
sumed net inflow is substantially below 
the level actually observed since 2000. 
At the same time, using immigration to 
fully compensate the impact of demo-
graphic ageing on the labour market 
is not a realistic option. Maintaining 
the working-age population, and even 
more so maintaining the old-age de-
pendency ratio, would require massive 
increases in immigration. Coppel et al. 
(2001) suggest that while increased im-
migration can limit the adverse impact 
on living standards and government 
budgetary positions due to declining 
and ageing populations, it cannot on 
its own resolve the problem.
Indeed, as highlighted in the Com-
mission report Europe’s demographic 
future: facts and figures (European 
Commission, 2007b), although interna-
tional migration may play a crucial role 
in solving specific future labour market 
shortages, its impact on population 
ageing is likely to be small. Scenario 
calculations by the United Nations have 
shown that in order to halt – let alone 
reverse – population ageing, truly mas-
sive and increasing flows of young mi-
grants would be required.16 For exam-
ple, to retain the same age structure in 
Germany, over 3 million migrants per 
year would have to be admitted. 
16  United Nations (2000).
A major limitation of such an ap-
proach in economic terms would be 
the fact that the immigrant popula-
tion is itself also ageing. Therefore, 
any sharp rise in immigration over 
the coming decades would, under 
the same assumptions, result in a 
similar situation but at a later point 
in time (although clearly immigra-
tion can contribute to spreading the 
effects of the demographic transi-
tion between 2010 and 2030 over a 
longer period). From a social cohe-
sion perspective, any massive rise in 
immigration would also increase the 
challenge of integration to a much 
larger extent.
Furthermore, as pointed out by Cole-
man (2007), the demographic-driven 
need for immigration is also dependent 
on whether very low levels of workforce 
participation in some Member States 
are allowed to persist or whether essen-
tial structural reforms to increase work-
force participation, reduce segmented 
labour markets, encourage later retire-
ment and increase productivity are car-
ried out. Indeed, higher levels of labour 
force participation, including by ex-
tending working lives, could also help 
to partly address projected declines in 
the labour force due to demographic 
ageing. He contends that importing 
cheap and willing labour from over-
seas is a temporarily convenient way of 
evading the need to undertake neces-
sary reforms to raise participation of the 
existing population.
Coleman (2007) also argues that, if 
continued, immigration would have a 
powerful, cumulative and permanent 
effect on the composition according 
to national origin or ‘ethnicity’ of the 
population of European countries, 
progressively diminishing the share of 
the native or indigenous population 
over time. In this context, he reports 
that there is widespread public con-
cern about the scale of migration and 
its effects on the labour market, social 
cohesion and national culture, as well 
as on the economy, which must also 
be taken into account in developing 
a long-term strategy for immigration 
from third countries.
Chart 2: Projected population structure in the EU-27, 2050 
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Addressing labour and  4.2. 
skill shortages 
Increased immigration cannot prevent 
demographic ageing, but it can help 
alleviate labour market bottlenecks. 
Indeed, migration from third countries 
is often put forward as a key means to 
address specific labour shortages in 
the EU. For example, at the low-skill 
end, migrants may fill jobs that low-
skilled native-born workers are not 
interested in taking up.
Focusing on the high-skilled, for many 
Member States, mainly the new ones, 
the shares of people with higher edu-
cation are greater among non-EU-born 
than among EU-born (Chart 3), sug-
gesting that in these Member States 
in particular, immigration acts in prin-
ciple as an important source for meet-
ing demands for high-skilled labour. 
Nevertheless, the overall share of high-
skilled migrants in total employment 
in the EU**17 remains low and does not 
compare favourably with the shares in 
other similarly developed economies; 
according to data from the Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD)18, the share of 
foreign-born workers aged 15 and 
over with tertiary education relative to 
total employment is 7.8% in Australia, 
9.7% in Canada, 5.4% in Switzerland 
and 4.5% in the US, compared with 
only around 2.1% in the EU.19 It is in-
teresting to note that in many of the 
older Member States (such as Austria, 
Belgium, Denmark, Greece, Finland, 
the Netherlands and Spain) the share 
of tertiary-educated people among 
non-EU migrants is well below that 
for the EU-born, indicating a contrast-
17  EU** also excludes the UK (in addition 
to Bulgaria, Germany and Ireland) due to 
incomplete coding of foreign qualifications 
with consequent problems in the classification 
of migrants’ skill levels and because the skill 
level composition of migrant populations 
shows a clear break in series in 2004. 
18  Source: OECD database on immigrants in 
OECD Countries (DIOC). 
19  These OECD figures exclude Bulgaria, Cyprus, 
Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Malta, Romania, 
Slovenia, and cover both migrants from third 
countries and from other EU countries. According 
to the LFS 2007, the share of highly skilled 
foreign-born workers aged 15 and over in total 
employment is 2.1% (of which other-EU-born 
account for 0.7% and non-EU-born 1.4%). 
ing demand for migrant labour that is 
relatively less well-educated than the 
resident EU population. 
Meeting sectoral and  4.2.1. 
occupational needs
Third country migrants can play an im-
portant role in alleviating sectoral and 
occupational labour shortages. For ex-
ample, according to Münz et al (2007b), 
many Member States have been ex-
periencing labour market shortages 
in selected sectors, including in ICT, 
financial services, household services, 
agriculture, transportation, construc-
tion and tourism-related services such 
as the hotel and restaurant industries.
Looking ahead, according to recent 
medium-term forecasts20 of skills sup-
ply and analyses of possible labour 
market imbalances in Europe over the 
period 2006–1521 (CEDEFOP, 2008), 
substantial structural changes are in 
prospect, with continuing shifts away 
from the primary and traditional man-
ufacturing sectors towards services 
20  For further discussion and details on 
forecasting demand for skills, see Chapter 5.
21  The CEDEFOP forecasts present – for the 
first time – a consistent and comprehensive 
medium-term forecast of employment and 
skill needs across the whole of Europe. It 
develops macroeconomic projections and 
alternative scenarios for each Member State 
and aggregate results at European level, 
and provides data on future employment 
developments by economic sector, occupation 
and skill level until 2015.
and knowledge-intensive jobs. In total, 
the EU-2522 (plus Norway and Switzer-
land) could expect to see a net increase 
of more than 13 million jobs between 
2006 and 2015, despite losing well 
over 2 million jobs in the primary sec-
tor and half a million in manufactur-
ing. Distribution, transport, hotels and 
catering together are projected to see 
employment grow by 3.5 million, while 
employment in non-marketed serv-
ices, including health and education, is 
projected to show similar growth. Busi-
ness and miscellaneous services have 
the greatest prospects for employ-
ment, with almost 9 million additional 
jobs expected to be created. 
The projected sectoral changes taking 
place will have significant implications 
for future occupational skills needs, in-
cluding continuing growth in demand 
not only for many high- and medi-
um-skilled workers but also for some 
lower-skilled categories. In particular, 
demand for workers in high-skilled 
non-manual jobs such as manage-
ment, professional work or technical 
support of those activities is expected 
to increase in the coming decade. 
There will, however, also be significant 
expansion in the numbers of jobs for 
many service workers, especially in re-
tail and distribution, and also for some 
elementary occupations requiring lit-
tle or no formal skills. Furthermore, 
22  Data for Bulgaria and Romania were not 
yet available.
Chart 3: High skill levels of EU-born and non-EU-born – shares of 
population with tertiary education across Member States, 2007
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even in areas where employment is 
expected to fall, significant numbers of 
job openings will remain, as reflected 
in estimates of replacement demand 
by occupation. While the projections 
suggest net job losses for a number 
of occupational categories, in particu-
lar for clerks and some skilled manual 
occupations, in all cases these losses 
are more than offset by the estimated 
need to replace most of those leaving 
employment because of retirement or 
other reasons (Chart 4).
The results emphasise that, against a 
background of a declining working-age 
population, policy-makers need to initi-
ate measures in time to prevent, or at 
least alleviate, risks of skill mismatch and 
labour shortages arising from the pro-
jected occupational employment chang-
es, in particular taking into account the 
possibility to resort to appropriate and 
well-managed immigration as part of an 
overall coordinated policy response.
Economic impact of  4.3. 
migration – theory and 
empirical literature
A concern frequently raised regard-
ing immigration is that migrants take 
away jobs from the native population, 
drive down local wages and burden 
the welfare systems of the host coun-
tries. Whether these concerns hold 
true is the subject of much theoretical 
and empirical economic literature.
Static economic theory suggests that 
migration contributes to economic 
growth although it is less conclusive 
on its impact in terms of per capita 
income. It should be added that ef-
forts to assess the migration effects 
based on dynamic models also do not 
provide conclusive results. The overall 
effects of migration appear to be ben-
eficial if labour is relatively scarce in 
the ‘receiving country’ and abundant 
in the ‘sending country’. In such a situ-
ation, the former benefits from an in-
crease in labour supply, reduced infla-
tionary pressures from wage growth 
and more productive use of capital. 
The sending country, on the other 
hand, benefits from a decline in un-
employment and the receipt of remit-
tances, while the migrants themselves 
benefit through higher wages.
Immigration clearly increases the 
amount of available labour input in 
an economy, thereby raising poten-
tial output and allowing for faster 
economic growth. However, the 
positive impact of immigration is 
perhaps less evident for the already 
resident population, given that most 
of the income gains probably accrue 
to the immigrants themselves. In this 
context, a United Kingdom House of 
Lords report on the economic im-
pact of recent immigration to the 
UK (House of Lords Select Commit-
tee on Economic Affairs, 2008) con-
cluded that economic benefits to 
the resident population of net immi-
gration are small, with the biggest 
beneficiaries being the migrants 
themselves.
Nevertheless, economic theory sug-
gests that the international move-
ment of labour tends to bring alloca-
tive improvements for the economy 
as a whole.23 With immigrants in-
creasing and/or complementing the 
skill pool, inflows of foreign workers 
could well help raise dynamic effi-
ciency in the host economy. Further-
more, immigration can, at least in the 
short term, have a positive impact in 
restraining inflation. It may temporar-
ily lower wages and tends to increase 
output, both of which boost aggre-
gate supply in the economy and ease 
inflationary pressures.
As highlighted in the Commission’s 
2003 Communication On immigra-
tion, integration and employment (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2003b), studies 
from across the world (e.g. by the 
 International   Labour  Organization 
(ILO), International Monitory Fund 
(IMF) and OECD) generally confirm that 
immigration has a number of   positive 
economic effects. Indeed, most stud-
ies find a small overall net gain from 
immigration for the host country – 
the ‘immigration surplus’ – although 
the benefits may not be distributed 
23  It is true however, that equilibrium analysis 
would suggest that supply would act to mitigate 
these effects of migration in the long run.
Chart 4: Projected change in demand by broad occupation groupings in the EU-25,  
Norway and Switzerland, 2006 to 2015 (change in millions)
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evenly across the native population 
(see for example Coppel et al., 2001). 
A forthcoming European Commission 
report (European Commission, 2008b) 
provides an up-to-date analysis of the 
research literature evaluating the eco-
nomic impact of migration.
Impact on labour markets 4.3.1. 
Diez Guardia and Pichelmann (2006) re-
port that immigration may have positive 
effects on the labour market for various 
reasons. Firstly, it can help to relieve la-
bour shortages in specific areas24, espe-
cially those where jobs are increasingly 
avoided by native-born. Indeed, there 
may be some jobs that no native-born 
would do at any reasonable wage and 
for which recourse to migrants may be 
the only option. For example the con-
struction, domestic services and hotels 
and restaurants sectors – where strong 
seasonal fluctuations or generally low 
levels of pay mean that jobs would 
probably not be taken up by the native-
born – are heavily dependent on the 
labour supply of immigrants. 
24  There are growing needs in the services 
sector, in particular in households, hotels 
and restaurants, construction and in sectors 
characterised by strong seasonality such 
as agriculture. These key sectors also face 
growing demands as an increasing proportion 
of women join the labour market and as the 
population ages, requiring greater labour in 
health and long-term care, nursing, child care 
and the care of the elderly.
Secondly, immigration can contribute 
to entrepreneurship, diversity and in-
novation. For example, highly skilled 
immigrants may bring innovative abil-
ities that expand the production capa-
bilities of the economy, contributing 
to the creation of new industries and 
increasing long-term growth through 
human capital accumulation. 
Thirdly, labour market efficiency may 
also increase with immigration, since, 
apart from the effect of the migration 
flows themselves in meeting demand 
across different geographical loca-
tions, immigrants are very responsive 
to regional differences in economic 
opportunities and have greater occu-
pational mobility compared with the 
native-born, at least during the initial 
years of their residence. For example, 
regional mobility25 and job mobility26 
are higher for recent non-EU migrants 
who have been resident for 2–7 years27 
than for the native-born; in 2007, 3.8% 
of the recent migrant labour force 
changed region of residence within a 
year, compared with 2.6% of the native-
25  Change of region of residence within the 
same Member State at NUTS2 level within the 
last year.
26  Workers who have changed their job (i.e. 
started to work for a new employer or as self-
employed) within the last year.
27  The reference to residence of between 2 and 
7 years excludes the first year of residence, and 
hence any effects related to the initial migration 
movement to the EU Member State itself.
born, while a quarter of recent migrants 
changed employer within the last year, 
compared with 8.8% of the native-born 
(Chart 5). It is often argued that labour 
mobility in the EU is too low to function 
as an adequate adjustment mecha-
nism to asymmetric shocks between 
different regions, so immigration could 
have a potential role in improving the 
efficiency of labour markets by com-
pensating, at least partially, for the low 
mobility of native-born.
Immigration can also be beneficial 
to the extent that it increases labour 
market flexibility. Generally, employ-
ment and unemployment rates fluc-
tuate more strongly for migrants 
than for non-migrants in response to 
changes in economic growth, sug-
gesting not only that migrants’ labour 
market outcomes are more sensitive 
to economic developments, but also 
that this provides an extra degree of 
flexibility (Chart 6). Immigrant labour 
can add considerable flexibility to la-
bour markets because newly arrived 
migrants tend to have lower reserva-
tion wages, are more willing to accept 
precarious employment, and have 
higher potential occupational and ge-
ographical mobility.28 This,   however, 
28  In contrast, for certain migrants, work 
permits are frequently related to a specific 
work position and employer, which would 
make migrants less mobile and impact on the 
adaptability of the labour market.
Chart 5: Regional and employer mobility in the EU* for native-born and non-EU-born, between 2006 and 2007 
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Chart 6: Employment and unemployment rates for native-born and foreign-born  
versus GDP growth in selected Member States, 1995–2007 
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has  implications for the quality of their 
employment and increases the risk of 
labour market segmentation. 
Finally, in terms of the impact on em-
ployment opportunities, there is little 
evidence that immigration leads to 
higher unemployment. Indeed, com-
paring across EU countries, there is 
little correlation – and if anything, it is 
negative – between the overall unem-
ployment rate, or the unemployment 
rate of the native-born, and the share of 
foreign-born in the labour force (Chart 
7). The existing evidence suggests that 
the skills of migrants in Member States 
are usually complementary to those of 
native-born workers, leading to posi-
tive overall effects on economic activ-
ity in the host country.
Impact on wages 4.3.2. 
With regard to the impact on wages, 
two important factors are the skill mix 
of immigrants and local workers and 
how quickly the economy adjusts to 
immigration. Simple short–run labour 
demand models29 predict that extra 
labour supply through immigration 
leads to lower wages (or to unemploy-
ment, if wages are not downwardly 
flexible) if immigrants and local work-
ers have identical skills and are perfect 
substitutes, and assuming fixed capital 
stocks and production technologies. 
29  See, for example, Borjas (1999).
Capital owners, on the other hand, 
will benefit if wages are flexible, as 
cheaper labour means higher profits. If 
migrants’ skill composition differs from 
that of native-born workers, those of 
the native-born whose skills are rela-
tively rare and complementary with 
those of immigrants will see their wag-
es rise while wages of those who are 
substitutes to migrants will decline.
In the longer run, it is likely that cap-
ital stocks and production technolo-
gies will adjust to immigration. If this 
increases the return to capital, capi-
tal owners will invest at least part of 
their profits in new machinery and 
equipment. Businesses may also ad-
just their production techniques so 
that they complement the labour 
that is most abundant. In both cas-
es, the need to operate new equip-
ment will increase or shift demand 
for labour, thus moving wages back 
towards previous rates.30 If capital is 
assumed to be fully elastic, the im-
pact of migration depends entirely 
on how the skill distribution of im-
migrants compares with that of ex-
isting local workers. If both groups 
have an equal skill mix, immigration 
will not have any long-term impact 
on the wage structure of the des-
tination country. If immigrants are 
relatively unskilled, the wages of 
30  See, for example, Cahuc and Zylberberg 
(2004), pp. 609–611.
unskilled workers decline while the 
skilled wages rise, and vice versa.31
Following from the above, a key issue 
in assessing the labour market effects 
of immigration is whether immigrants 
are complementary to, or substitutes 
for, native-born workers, as essentially 
reflected in their relative skill compo-
sitions. The higher the substitutability 
between immigrants and native-born 
workers, the more likely that immi-
gration flows will cause a fall in the 
latter’s wages. In contrast, inflows of 
immigrant workers that are comple-
mentary to native workers would, 
other things being equal, increase the 
productivity of native-born workers 
and raise their wages.32 
Empirical studies (see for example 
Münz et al., 2007b; Glover et al., 2001; 
House of Lords Select Committee on 
Economic Affairs, 2008) generally re-
port only limited overall impacts of im-
migration on domestic wages and em-
ployment, although negative effects 
are observed for some native workers, 
in particular those with low skill levels 
due to substitution effects33, and posi-
tive effects for high-skilled workers. 
31  Borjas (1999).
32  For a more detailed theoretical discussion 
see for example Borjas (2008).
33  Münz et al. (2007b) state that for the 
construction sector there does seem to be 
negative effects on native-born workers from 
immigration.
Chart 7: Unemployment rates (total and for native-born) versus share of foreign-born  
in the labour force in the Member States, 2007
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Borjas (2008) summarises the results 
from a recent study on the impact of 
Mexican immigration to the US during 
the period 1980–2000 as lowering the 
wage of the typical worker in the US 
by 3.4% in the short run, but with no 
reduction in the long run. However, ef-
fects vary for different types of worker, 
with low-skilled workers facing signifi-
cant reductions in both the short and 
long run (of around 8% and 5% respec-
tively), while effects for the medium- 
and high-skilled are lower, in some 
cases (for medium-skilled) leading to 
slight wage increases in the long term. 
Impact on public finances  4.3.3. 
and welfare dependency
Public attitudes to immigration are 
influenced to a large extent by the im-
pact of immigration on public finances. 
Indeed, immigrants are often seen as a 
burden for the welfare state, placing an 
additional burden on unemployment 
and social assistance systems together 
with educational and health-care sys-
tems, which is not covered by their ad-
ditional tax payments.
The Commission’s 2003 Communica-
tion On immigration, integration and 
employment (European Commission, 
2003b), reported that the net impact 
of immigration on the public financ-
es of the host countries – i.e. both on 
government expenditures and reve-
nues – seems to have been moderate 
to date.34 Glover at al (2001) observe 
that overall, migrants are not a bur-
den on the public purse. Diez Guar-
dia and Pichelmann (2006) report 
that evidence on fiscal effects of im-
migration is mixed, concluding that 
overall the net budgetary impact 
appears to be fairly small in the long 
run, although local effects could be 
more significant where geographical 
clustering of migrants is substantial.35 
Most studies find that migrants are 
no more dependent on welfare than 
those parts of the native-born popu-
34  Coppel et. al., (2001)
35  Glover et al. (2001) also report that the 
relative concentration of migrants in particular 
areas in the UK means they can contribute to 
increased pressure on housing markets, local 
infrastructure (e.g. transport, schools and 
hospitals) and exacerbate over-crowding and 
congestion.
lation that are in the same social and 
employment situation. 
Nevertheless, there remains a specific 
concern that a significant part of non-
EU immigration is illegal, with impor-
tant negative consequences both for 
the social integration of immigrants 
and for their impact on the social se-
curity system, while asylum seekers 
are a further category that can stretch 
the resources of some countries 
(Begg et al., 2007). Indeed, in some 
of the new EU entry points (notably 
the Mediterranean Member States), a 
lack of experience of immigration and 
limited capacity to deal with it has 
become a growing social difficulty. 
Cyprus and Malta are currently very 
exposed in this regard, but Italy too is 
under growing pressure (Begg et al., 
2007). However, in general the actual 
pressure on social systems resulting 
from these two categories of migrants 
is not so evident.36
Recent trends in  5. 
third country migration 
Stocks and flows of third  5.1. 
country migrants
Münz et al. (2007b) estimates that 
overall37 there are around 27 million 
non-EU-born people resident in the 
EU (or 5.6% of the population, which 
is around twice the share of peo-
ple born in another EU country than 
the one where they currently reside) 
(Table 2). The highest shares of third 
36   For example in the specific case of access 
to health care, in terms of health insurance 
coverage, in most countries asylum seekers are 
entitled to at least basic treatment for acute 
diseases. Nevertheless, current regulations 
in some countries impose severe limitations 
on the entitlement of asylum seekers to 
health-care services under public programmes. 
Furthermore, a common feature across many 
countries is that illegal immigrants have the 
right to the provision of emergency and 
medically necessary health care only. However, 
the decision of what constitutes a medical 
emergency is usually left to the provider. 
37  For all EU-27 Member States, including an 
estimate for Germany.  Münz estimates that 
in total there are currently about 40 million 
foreign-born individuals resident in the EU-27 
Member States, representing about 8.3% of the 
total population. 
country born immigrants are found in 
Austria (9.1%), Cyprus (8.6%) and the 
Netherlands (8.4%), as well as Estonia 
and Latvia (with shares of around 14–
18%). In contrast, population shares 
are rather low (below 2%) in the Czech 
Republic, Finland, Hungary, Malta and 
Poland, and practically non-existent in 
Slovakia. For the large Member States 
of France, Spain and the UK, shares 
come to around 6–8%.
Turning to flows, net migration into the 
EU has seen a substantial increase in 
recent years, rising threefold between 
the mid-1990s and early 2000s to 
reach around 1.5–2 million from 2002 
onwards (although a sizeable part of 
this can be attributed to the regulari-
sation of illegal immigrants, notably in 
Spain38), and with a particularly marked 
rise in net migration post-2000 (Chart 
8). Indeed, in 2007 recent migrants 
who arrived in the EU* within the last 
seven years accounted for more than 
one third of all resident working-age 
migrants, and 2.3% of the overall EU* 
working-age population.
The main migratory movement is still 
– and is likely to remain – immigration 
into the EU from neighbouring coun-
tries, Africa and, increasingly, South 
America. The general increase in net 
migration to countries in Southern Eu-
rope has accelerated in recent years, 
becoming as important as net migra-
tion to the more ‘traditional’ immigra-
tion countries of France, Germany and 
the UK. Indeed, most recent newcom-
ers have settled in Italy and Spain, as 
well as France and the UK.
Comparing third country  5.1.1. 
migration and internal EU mobility
It is important to appreciate the im-
pact of third country immigration in 
the context of total inflows of all for-
38  The increase for such Member States may, 
therefore, possibly be something of a statistical 
artefact. The number of immigrants on the 
territory would not have increased, but the 
regularisation would have been reflected in 
national migration statistics. Based on OECD 
SOPEMI (2006), Diez Guardia and Pichelmann 
(2006) report that around 2.12 million migrants 
were regularised in Greece, Italy, Portugal and 
Spain between 2000 and 2005 (including 0.63 
million in Italy and 0.95 million in Spain). 56
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eign-born migrants, including those 
from other EU Member States. The 
shares of total foreign-born people 
in the working-age population varies 
significantly across countries (Chart 
9a), from less than 1% in Poland, Ro-
mania and Slovakia to more than 15% 
in Austria, Cyprus, Spain, Sweden and 
most notably in Luxembourg (42%). 
Within these shares, for the vast ma-
jority of Member States, third country 
immigrants – both total stock and re-
cent migrants – account for a more sig-
nificant element than migrants from 
other EU countries. Only in the Czech 
Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania 
and Slovakia does the share of third 
country migrants in the working-age 
Table 2: Foreign-nationals and foreign-born population in the EU (reproduced from Münz et al., 2007b)
  Foreign-nationals Foreign-born
 Total
Other EU-27 
nationals
Non-EU-27 
nationals
Total Other EU-27 born Non-EU-27 born
 
In thou-
sands
%
In thou-
sands
%
In thou-
sands
%
In thou-
sands
%
In thou-
sands
%
In thou-
sands
%
BE 871 8.4 618 6.0 253 2.4  1  186   11.4 611 5.9 575 5.5 
BG 26 0.3 : : : :  104 1.3 : : : : 
CZ 254 2.5 126 1.2 128 1.3 453 4.4 344 3.3 109 1.1 
DK 268 4.9  91 1.7 177 3.2 389 7.2 116 2.2 273 5.0 
DE 6 739 8.9  2 385 3.1  4 354 5.8  10 144 12.3  : :  : : 
EE 95 6.9  (3)  (0.2)  92 6.7  202 15.2  (10)  (0.8)  192  14.4 
IE 223 5.5 152 3.7  71 1.8 585 14.1 429   10.3 156 3.8 
EL 762 7.0 163 1.5 599 5.5 974 8.8 214 1.9 760 6.9 
ES 1 977 4.6  594 1.4  1 383 3.2  4 790 11.1  1 405 3.3  3 385 7.8 
FR 3 263 5.6  1 278 2.2  1 985 3.4  6 471 10.7  2 125 3.5  4 346 7.2 
IT 2  402 4.1 : : : :  2  519 4.3 : : : : 
CY 65 9.4 35 5.1 30 4.3  116 13.9 44 5.3 72 8.6 
LV 103 3.9  (10) (0.4) 93 3.5  449 19.5 43 1.9  406   17.6 
LT 21 0.6  (5) (0.1) 16 0.5  165 4.8 11 0.3  154 4.5 
LU 177 39.0 : : : :  174 37.4 : : : : 
HU 142 1.4  92 0.9  50 0.5 316 3.1 200 2.0 116 1.1 
MT 13 3.2 6 1.5 7 1.7  11 2.7 4 1.0 7 1.7 
NL 699 4.3 261 1.6 438 2.7  1  736 10.6 354 2.2  1  382 8.4 
AT 777 9.5 272 3.3 505 6.2  1  234 15.1 489 6.0 745 9.1 
PL 49 0.1  (12) (0.03)  37 0.1 703 1.8 241 0.6 462 1.2 
PT 449 4.3  90 0.9 359 3.4 764 7.3 178 1.7 586 5.6 
RO 26 0.1 : : : :  103 0.6 : : : : 
SI 37 1.9  (4) (0.2)  (33)   (1.7) 167 8.5  14 0.7 153 7.8 
SK 22 0.4 (12) (0.2) (10)   (0.2)  124 2.3  106 2.0  18 0.3 
FI 108 2.1 46 0.9 62 1.2  156 3.0 63 1.2 93 1.8 
SE 463 5.1 205 2.3 258 2.8  1  117   12.4 558 6.2 559 6.2 
UK 2 857 2.9  1 131 1.1  1 726 1.8  5 408 9.1  1 592 2.7  3 816 6.4 
EU-27 22 888 4.7  8 462 1.7  14 426 2.9  40 501 8.3  13 222 2.7  27 279 5.6 
Source: OECD (2006), UN (2006), EU Labour Force Survey ad hoc modules (2005) and national statistics.
Note: Data of the total foreign-national and foreign-born populations are from OECD (2006), UN (2006) and national statistics. The totals are split between ‘Other EU-27’ and 
‘Non-EU-27’ on the basis of estimations computed with data from the EU LFS (2005). For the estimation of the EU-27 total, it is assumed that the foreign-nationals in BG, IT, LU 
and RO (for which there is no data available in the LFS) are distributed among ‘Other EU-27’ and ‘Non-EU-27’ in the same way as the average of the remaining EU-27. For the 
estimation of the EU-27 total, it is assumed that the foreign-born in BG, DE, IT, LU and RO (for which there is no data available in the LFS) are distributed among ‘Other EU-27’ and 
‘Non-EU-27’ in the same way as the average of the remaining EU-27. CY includes only Greek part. Data in brackets are uncertain due to small sample size.
Chart 8: Net migration to the EU-25, 1980–2007 
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population appear to be negligible, 
while only in Luxembourg, Hungary 
and Slovakia is it dwarfed by the share 
of people from other EU Member 
States. In most Member States, there-
fore, immigration from third countries 
appears to be much more significant 
than immigration arising from intra-
EU mobility.
Focusing on migrants who have ar-
rived since 2000, the impact of recent 
third country migration within the 
overall working-age population is 
most noticeable for Austria, Cyprus, 
Spain and the UK, which have also 
seen relatively high recent immigra-
tion of working-age migrants from 
other EU Member States. At EU* level, 
the recent inflow of third country mi-
grants of working age – measured as 
a share of the EU working-age popula-
tion – has been notably higher (almost 
2.5 times) than the recent internal flow 
of migrants from other EU countries 
(2.3% versus 1%). A similar pattern is 
also found for the total stock of mi-
grants, with 6.6% of the EU* working-
age population born in a third country 
compared with 2.6% for those born in 
another EU Member State.
Within the EU*, the share of recent 
migrants within the total stock of 
working-age third country migrants 
averages around one third. However, 
it varies substantially across Member 
States, from around 5% or less in the 
Baltic States and Slovenia to more than 
35% in the Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Italy and the UK and of the order of 
60% or more in Cyprus and Spain. The 
latter two Member States stand out as 
countries where third country migra-
tion is mainly a relatively recent phe-
nomenon. Within the total EU* popu-
lation of recent working-age third 
country migrants, Spain has been the 
main destination country (accounting 
for a third of all recent migrants), fol-
lowed by the UK, Italy and then France 
(Chart 9b). In total, these account for 
more than 80% of all recent arrivals to 
the EU* of working age since 2000.
Characteristics of migrant  5.2. 
stocks and recent migration 
flows
Composition of stocks of  5.2.1. 
third country migrants by region 
of origin
Member States are characterised by 
a diversity of past and recent immi-
gration histories and include long-
standing destination countries, new 
destination countries, new gateway 
or transit countries and emigration 
countries. At the same time immi-
grants to the EU display a wide het-
erogeneity as regards region of origin, 
cultural background, education and 
skill level, socio-economic and age 
Chart 9a: Share of foreign-born in working-age 
population of host country, 2007
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characteristics, family status, etc., and 
have varying reasons for migrating 
into the EU.
There are many examples of the di-
verse nature of immigrant popula-
tions within EU Member States. In 
the Baltic States, for example, large 
parts of the population belong to the 
Russian minority which traditionally 
has held a relatively high social and 
economic position in society. In the 
majority of EU-15 Member States, by 
contrast, a larger proportion of im-
migrants originate from Central and 
South America, the Balkans, Turkey, 
Africa or Asia,39 (Chart 10) and hold a 
39  Table 7 in Annex provides a list of 
countries belonging to the regional groupings 
mentioned.
weaker position in society in various 
respects. Among longer-established 
migrants aged 15–64 within the EU*, 
almost two thirds of North Africans 
reside in France, almost a third of Sub-
Saharan Africans in France and a third 
in the UK, almost half of Central and 
South Americans in Spain, and close 
to half of South and South East Asian 
migrants in the UK (Table 3).
In the EU*, more than two thirds of all 
non-EU-born working-age migrants 
originate from just four main source 
regions (Chart 11) – namely Central (in-
cluding the Caribbean) and South Amer-
ica (accounting for 20%), North Africa 
(19%), Sub-Saharan Africa (15%), and 
South and South East Asia (14%). Immi-
grants from Balkan non-Member States 
(9%), Eastern Europe (6%), the Near and 
Middle East (5%) and Turkey (4%) also 
account for sizeable shares, while those 
from other developed countries such as 
North America and Oceania account for 
only relatively small shares. 
The pattern of recent immigration to 
the EU* is somewhat different to that 
prior to 2000, in that the largest share 
(almost a third) of recent working-age 
immigrants originate from Central and 
South America. This reflects the large 
influx post-2000 from that particular 
region, although the traditional four 
largest groupings remain the same. 
According to Münz (2007b), recent 
patterns of immigration indicate that 
inflows have become more diversi-
fied, with increasing numbers of im-
migrants from new countries of origin 
in Central and Eastern Europe, Asia, 
Africa and Central and South Amer-
ica (the latter mostly to Spain). The 
Ukraine and the Russian Federation 
have appeared as major new coun-
tries of origin since 2000. However, 
despite some increase in recent years, 
immigration from China and India still 
accounts for a relatively small part of 
overall immigration into the EU, except 
for the UK with regard to India where 
there are strong historical links.
Chart 11: Composition of non-EU-born by region  
of origin in the EU*, 2007
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Chart 10: Composition of non-EU-born population by main region  
of origin in selected Member States, 2007
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In some cases there has also been a dis-
persion of flows from the same region 
of origin to different destination coun-
tries. For example, Eastern European 
migrants have increasingly switched 
to Italy and Spain as main destination 
countries. Recent arrivals from North 
Africa have migrated slightly less to 
France (just over one third) but increas-
ingly to Spain (37%) and Italy (18%). In 
contrast, flows of migrants from certain 
other regions have recently become 
more concentrated on a particular des-
tination country: Sub-Saharan Africans 
have increasingly gone to the UK (more 
than 40%), three quarters of Central and 
South Americans have moved to Spain, 
and 60% of South and South-East Asians 
have migrated to the UK (Table 3). 
Gender, age and skills  5.2.2. 
composition of third country 
migrants
At EU* level, there are broadly equal 
numbers of male and female third 
country migrants (48% men and 52% 
women), and similarly at Member-
State level. Within migrant groups by 
region of origin, the shares of men 
and women migrants are also broad-
ly similar at EU* level, but with more 
women than men in migrant popu-
lations from Eastern Europe, Central 
and South America and East Asia, and 
more men than women from the Near 
and Middle East. Recently the EU* has 
attracted even more women than 
men from Eastern European countries 
and East Asia, while at EU* level 54% 
of recent migrants were women.
In the EU*, third country migrants of 
working age are on average younger 
than those who are EU-born, with the 
age distribution of immigrants being 
relatively more skewed to younger 
adult ages (Chart 12). A higher share 
(63%) of the non-EU-born are of prime 
working age (25-54 years), compared 
with 42% of the EU-born population, 
while only 10% of the non-EU-born 
are aged 65 or over compared with 
16% of the EU-born. This difference 
is even more pronounced for recent 
migrants, among whom two thirds of 
the adult population (i.e. those aged 
15+) are aged less than 35. 
Table 3: Main EU* destination countries for non-EU-born aged 15–64 by region of origin, 2007
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Non-EU born resident > 7 years
BE : 9.3 1.9 1.4 4.0 4.2 2.0 0.9 1.9 (1.6) 1.7 : 2.8
DK 2.5 5.0 0.6 : 0.2 0.4 3.8 (0.2) 3.9 2.7 1.4 : 1.0
EL : 0.9 18.0 6.8 0.2 0.3 2.6 (0.2) 6.9 : 0.5 4.3 2.9
ES 15.2 : 0.5 5.9 14.8 4.7 5.8 45.3 5.8 12.3 3.2 : 12.4
FR 8.5 22.9 3.3 3.2 63.0 30.6 8.6 4.8 9.8 13.0 16.2 17.4 24.4
IT 54.3 1.4 24.6 6.5 9.4 7.4 17.6 13.8 3.4 18.9 10.7 10.4 12.3
NL 1.7 27.1 3.3 1.6 6.3 4.2 6.2 15.6 14.2 8.7 10.5 7.6 8.7
AT 2.3 19.9 24.2 1.3 0.4 0.5 (1.6) 0.5 2.4 3.2 1.6 : 4.2
P T 2 . 1 :::: 13.2 3.0 2.8 : : 0.3 : 2.7
SE 7.6 5.3 10.0 1.7 0.3 1.7 3.3 3.2 25.1 3.0 3.9 : 4.3
UK 4.3 7.6 3.2 2.8 1.3 32.3 43.1 12.4 17.7 34.3 48.9 53.0 18.4
Baltic : : : 53.3 :::: 4 . 7 ::: 3 . 2
Other : : 10.4 15.1 : (0.6) : : 4.2 : 1.0 : 2.6
Non-EU-born resident ≤ 7 years
BE : 12.2 1.9 3.4 4.3 3.4 : 0.5 2.5 2.1 1.2 : 2.2
DK 13.3 3.5 (0.6) (0.8) : 0.7 3.6 (0.1) 10.2 (0.9) 1.5 : 1.2
EL : : 17.5 4.4 :::: 7 . 6 : 1 . 4 : 2 . 2
ES 8.3 : (0.7) 18.7 36.7 8.5 : 77.9 3.6 14.2 4.6 : 33.2
FR 26.2 25.5 4.0 9.0 35.5 25.0 18.4 2.6 6.9 15.0 7.2 (8.5) 13.2
IT 12.3 3.6 51.0 33.3 17.7 9.3 3.3 7.9 3.8 18.2 12.7 : 14.8
NL : 11.5 (0.5) 1.1 2.3 1.8 (3.0) 2.0 3.8 (1.8) 2.0 : 2.1
AT : 21.6 12.5 3.8 (0.5) 1.1 : 0.4 4.7 3.0 3.2 : 2.8
P T ::: 5 . 6 : 5 . 6 : 3 . 3 :::: 2 . 2
SE 11.0 3.8 4.3 1.9 0.3 1.4 2.5 0.7 20.2 2.3 2.8 : 2.4
UK 17.6 15.7 4.8 8.2 2.1 42.1 59.0 4.5 29.7 40.3 60.0 86.2 21.7
Baltic : : : (2.0) :::::::: (0.2)
Other : : (2.0) 8.0 : (0.9) : : 6.5 : 3.3 : 1.8
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: ‘:’ data not reliable. Data in brackets uncertain due to small sample size. BG, DE and IE excluded as destination countries.60
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Overall, the EU**40 tends to attract main-
ly less skilled immigrants. Although the 
proportion with tertiary-level education 
tends to be very similar among the EU-
born and non-EU born, third country 
working-age migrants are more concen-
trated in the lower levels of the skill distri-
bution (45% are low-skilled), whereas for 
the EU-born the medium-skilled account 
for the largest share (45% of EU-born are 
medium-skilled). This partly reflects past 
labour demand for low-skilled workers in 
the manufacturing sector. On average, 
therefore, most third country migrants 
40  The EU** refers to the EU-27 excluding 
Bulgaria, Germany, Ireland and the UK (also 
excluded due to incomplete coding of foreign 
qualifications).
(around 80%) tend to be low- or medi-
um-skilled, while only one in five is high-
skilled. This low-skill bias is also a feature 
among recent migrants, of whom 48% 
are low-skilled.
There are significant differences de-
pending on region of origin. Among 
longer-established migrants, almost 
one in three originating from the Near 
and Middle East or Eastern Europe has 
a tertiary-level education, and close to 
half of migrants from North America. In 
contrast, much lower shares of migrants 
from the Balkans, Turkey and North Af-
rica have a tertiary-level education, with 
more than half educated only to lower 
secondary level or below among the 
latter two groups. Recently, the EU** has 
attracted more highly skilled migrants 
from other European countries, East 
Asia and North America, but noticeably 
fewer from Sub-Saharan Africa (Chart 
13). At the same time, the share of low-
skilled increased significantly among 
migrants from the Balkans, Eastern Eu-
rope and South and South East Asia.
In summary therefore, recent third 
country immigration has seen a large 
influx of people from Central and South 
America, together with the other main 
‘traditional’ sources of North and Sub-
Saharan Africa and South and South 
East Asia. This recent inflow consists to 
a large degree of young adults (around 
two thirds of adults are aged 15–34), 
comprises more women than men, 
Chart 13: Skill level of non-EU-born aged 15–64 by region of origin in the EU**, 2007
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Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: BG, DE, IE and UK excluded. Data for non-EU-born resident ≤ 7 years from Oceania not reliable and from North America uncertain due to small sample size.
Chart 12: Age structure in the EU* of EU-born and non-EU-born migrants, 2007
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and includes a high share (almost half 
(48%)) of low-skilled working-age mi-
grants (even higher than among more 
established migrants) (Chart 14).
Reasons for migration 5.3. 
In Europe, labour immigrants only 
constitute a fraction of total per-
manent-type41 migration flows, as a 
41  Permanent-type migration generally 
refers to the type of migration where migrants 
remain permanently in the host country or 
for a long period, and who do not have a 
residence permit that is not renewable or only 
renewable on a limited basis. International 
significant number of entrants arrive 
via family-linked migration (covering 
both accompanying family members 
of workers and family formation/
reunification) or as asylum seekers. 
However, with regard to the latter, 
the number of asylum applications 
in the EU has declined markedly in 
recent years: over the period from 
2002 to 2006 applications fell by 
more than half, with under 200 000 
students, trainees, seasonal and contract 
workers or any other persons the authorities 
expect will return to their home country after 
the end of the authorised stay are considered 
as temporary.  
asylum applications being lodged in 
all 27 EU Member States in 2006. This 
means that asylum applications have 
recently fallen back to the low lev-
els of the mid-1990s and 1980s, fol-
lowing the rise at the end of the 20th 
century as a result of the conflicts in 
former Yugoslavia.
Member States differ widely according 
to the importance given to the various 
entry channels for permanent-type im-
migration. In most Member States a sig-
nificant part of immigration continues to 
be labour migration, but family forma-
tion and reunification – and until recently 
immigration on humanitarian grounds – 
have been important in recent decades. 
Indeed, family-related migration has 
become the most important entry cat-
egory of permanent-type immigrants in 
countries as diverse as Austria, Belgium, 
France, Germany, Italy and Sweden.
Recent OECD data (OECD, 2007a) con-
firms that the main reasons for im-
migration42 into EU Member States in 
2005 were family- and work-related. 
However, there were very wide varia-
tions across Member States as to the 
particular composition of migrant 
populations by category of entry 
(Chart 15). Family-related reasons for 
migration accounted for 30% of new 
arrivals in the UK, but around 60% in 
France. Labour migration (i.e. migra-
tion for work purposes) accounted 
for some 40% or more of migrants in 
Belgium, Denmark, Portugal and the 
UK, but only around a quarter in the 
Netherlands and Sweden, and under 
15% in France. Humanitarian migra-
tion accounted for 15–20% of migrant 
inflow in Sweden and the UK, and al-
most 30% in the Netherlands. In some 
countries, other reasons accounted 
for a substantial share of arrivals, for 
example, ethnic-based immigration 
in Germany, and retirement in France 
and Portugal. 
Hence, while, in some countries like 
Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Italy, 
Portugal and the UK, immigration for 
purposes of work was considerable, 
42  This refers to all immigration into the 
specified Member States, covering both 
migrants from other EU Member States and 
from third countries.
Chart 14: Non-EU-born migrants resident in the EU* for seven years or 
less, by sex, age and education attainment level, 2007
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Chart 15: International migration to selected Member States  
by category of entry, 2005
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other Member States such as France, 
the Netherlands and Sweden had rel-
atively low shares of labour migration 
but a high percentage of family-relat-
ed and humanitarian immigration.43
Labour market  6. 
situation of third 
country migrants 
A key part of the integration process, 
employment is recognised as being 
central to the participation of immi-
grants in the host society. It is impor-
tant therefore to assess the extent of 
non-EU migrants’ integration into the 
labour market, through comparing 
their labour market performance with 
those of the EU-born population.
Labour market  6.1. 
participation of migrants 
Third country migrants make a sig-
nificant contribution to overall labour 
input in the EU*, accounting for 6.7% 
of the labour force44 on average, com-
pared with their share of 6% in the 
total adult population. Their contribu-
tion to the labour force exceeds 10% 
in Austria, Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia and 
Spain, while only in the Czech Repub-
lic, Hungary, Poland, Romania and 
Slovakia is it negligible (Chart 16). 
Furthermore, in a majority of Member 
States, as for the EU* overall, the share 
of migrants in the labour force is higher 
than their share in the total adult popu-
lation. This over-representation in the 
labour force is especially marked in the 
southern countries of Cyprus, Greece, It-
aly, Portugal and Spain. In contrast, non-
EU immigrants are noticeably under-rep-
resented in the labour force in the Baltic 
States and Poland (due to a large share 
43  These figures, however, do not account 
for all relevant migration flows. For example, 
according to Münz (2007), in several EU 
countries economic migration takes place to 
a larger extent in the form of seasonal and 
temporary labour migration (some 600 000 
persons admitted annually in EU 27) as well as 
in the form of irregular labour migration of at 
least the same magnitude.
44  The sum of those aged 15 and over in 
employment or unemployment.
of older migrants aged 65 and over), and 
in the Netherlands and Sweden, possibly 
reflecting the large share of humanitar-
ian- and education-related migration 
in these countries. A similar pattern is 
found when focusing only on recent im-
migration (Chart 17). Once again there is 
a clear over-representation in the labour 
force in the southern Member States, 
though of lower magnitude, but this 
time with negligible differences for the 
Baltic States (which have seen very little 
recent immigration, and with recent mi-
grants being much younger compared 
with the longer-established ones).
This picture of migrants’ participa-
tion is confirmed when analysing the 
standard measure of labour market 
participation – the activity rate of the 
working-age population (Chart 18). 
In most EU* countries, non-EU-born 
persons have a higher participation 
rate than the EU-born population, 
with positive differences being most 
significant in the southern countries 
of Cyprus, Italy, Greece, Portugal and 
Spain, where labour migration is 
relatively high, and also in the Baltic 
States45 and the Czech Republic.
45   The activity rates of migrants in the Baltic States 
are higher relative to the activity rates of the EU-
born (or the total population). This gives different 
conclusions from ones based on comparison of 
shares of labour force aged 15 and over and the 
population aged 15 and over due to the high share 
of migrant population aged 65 and over (most likely 
inactive) in those countries (more than 30%). 
Chart 16: Share of non-EU-born in adult population and in labour 
force across Member States, 2007
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Chart 17: Share of non-EU-born resident seven years or less in adult 
population and in labour force across Member States, 2007
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In addition, in most of these Mem-
ber States, recent non-EU-born mi-
grants aged 15–64 have substantially 
higher activity rates than the EU-
born. However, in most old Member 
States, activity rates for recent non-
EU migrants are considerably below 
those for both EU-born and more 
established migrants, suggesting 
that in general there are consider-
able delays for migrants to establish 
a sufficient foothold in the labour 
market. The difference in participa-
tion rates between the EU-born and 
non-EU migrants is particularly acute 
for recent migrants in Austria, Bel-
gium, Denmark, Finland and France, 
and especially so in the Netherlands 
and Sweden where the gap exceeds 
20 percentage points. In Northern 
Europe, this partially reflects high 
overall activity rates for the EU-born 
population, but also a relatively large 
share of   migration related to asylum 
and family reunification (where asso-
ciated labour market access restric-
tions often apply) and to education 
and training (i.e. there are relatively 
large numbers of students among 
migrants compared with the EU-born 
in northern Member States).
Migrant employment rates 6.2. 
Overall employment rates 6.2.1. 
At EU* level the average employment 
rate is in fact similar for the EU-born 
and non-EU-born, although the gap 
is larger for more recent migrants. 
However, underlying this similarity 
are significant differences regarding 
specific elements of the population. 
While employment rates for male and 
young migrants are comparable with 
their EU-born counterparts, and those 
for older workers noticeably higher, 
rates for migrant women and people 
of prime working age are consider-
ably lower (Chart 19). 
In line with the pattern for activity rates, 
in more than half of the Member States, 
non-EU-born persons have a higher 
employment rate than the EU-born 
population, while in the other half it is 
generally much lower (Chart 20). Con-
sequently, two groupings of Member 
States can be identified (Chart 21): 
In the first group, positive dif- • 
ferences in migrants’ employ-
ment rates relative to those of 
the EU-born are observed in the 
‘new’ immigration countries of 
Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Portugal 
and Spain, together with the 
new Member States (especially 
the Baltic countries, the Czech 
Republic and Hungary) except 
Poland. 
In contrast, the second group  • 
mainly consists of the remaining 
old Member States, where the 
employment rates of the non-EU-
born are significantly below those 
of the EU-born, in particular in 
Belgium, Denmark, Finland, the 
Netherlands and Sweden where 
employment rate differentials rela-
tive to the EU-born are more than 
15 percentage points.
Chart 18: Activity rates for EU-born and non-EU-born, and gap in 
activity rates between them across Member States, 2007 
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Chart 19: Employment rate gap in the EU between  
non-EU-born and EU-born, 2007
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The countries of Southern Europe 
therefore tend to exhibit relatively 
good labour market outcomes for 
immigrants. However, as pointed 
out in OECD (2007b), this may be 
specific to the rather atypical situ-
ation in these countries – i.e. strong 
labour demand, with immigra-
tion that is highly labour-oriented 
(these countries have received high 
flows of labour migration in recent 
years) but partly irregular, and 
where there is a ready availability 
of lesser-skilled jobs which the na-
tive-born workforce does not want. 
Furthermore, the strong demand 
for low-skilled workers in these 
countries appears to be linked to 
the marked increase in labour mar-
ket participation of native women 
over recent years (Chart 22), which 
has been particularly strong in the 
southern Member States.
In contrast, in northern Member 
States, with a long tradition of immi-
gration, lower employment rates of 
migrants probably reflects the impact 
of several factors, such as:
relatively high shares of migra- • 
tion that is unrelated to employ-
ment – the Member States have 
seen large humanitarian and 
family-related flows for some 
decades
tougher restrictions on access to  • 
employment46 together with a 
lower acceptance of undeclared/
irregular work
different welfare state systems  • 
compared with Member States 
with higher employment rates for 
migrants (where less generous 
systems may put greater pressure 
on migrants to work). 
Nevertheless, within each of the two 
groups, there is a high positive corre-
lation between the employment rates 
of non-EU-born and EU-born people, 
which indicates that migrants’ per-
46  In most EU Member States asylum 
seekers and legal immigrants entering under 
the provision of family reunion may have 
restrictions on their access to domestic labour 
markets.
Chart 20: Employment rates for EU-born and non-EU-born, and gap in 
employment rates between them across Member States, 2007
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Chart 21: Employment rates of non-EU-born (total, longer-established 
and recent migrants) versus EU-born across the EU*, 2007
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formance in the labour market is also 
a reflection of the labour market situ-
ation in general. 
This grouping is also apparent when 
comparing recent migrants with the 
EU-born: it remains the case that even 
for recent arrivals, employment rates 
are generally higher than or close to 
those for the EU-born in the southern 
and new Member States compared 
with the remaining old Member 
States. Nevertheless, only in very few 
countries do recent non-EU-born mi-
grants have significantly higher (the 
Czech Republic, Cyprus, Latvia, Por-
tugal and Spain) or broadly similar 
(Greece, Hungary and Italy) employ-
ment rates to the EU-born. In most 
Member States, employment rates for 
recent non-EU migrants are consider-
ably lower, the difference being most 
marked in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, 
Finland, France, the Netherlands and 
Sweden (all with gaps of more than 
20 percentage points). This suggests 
that, on the face of it, migrants’ inte-
gration into the labour market may 
be particularly challenging in those 
Member States. 
This is further highlighted by the 
fact that in these countries the em-
ployment rate for recent arrivals is 
also substantially lower than that for 
more established migrants, which is 
also generally the case in most other 
Member States apart from Cyprus, 
the Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, 
Latvia, Poland, Portugal, Spain and the 
UK. The latter appear relatively more 
successful in achieving a more rapid 
labour market integration of migrants, 
which may also have important ef-
fects on the labour market situation 
of migrants in later years. The appar-
ent correlation between employment 
rates of recent and more established 
non-EU migrants suggests that rela-
tive performance in terms of the ease 
and rapidity of migrants’ integration 
into employment has effects which 
persist into the longer-term labour 
market outcomes for migrants.
Gender gaps in  6.2.2. 
employment rates
As a result of the mixed picture across 
Member States, average employment 
rates in the EU* for the EU-born and 
non-EU-born are rather similar – at 
64.6% and 63.3% respectively. Never-
theless the average rate of 59.9% for 
recent non-EU migrants is consider-
ably lower. The difference is concen-
trated among recent female migrants, 
for whom the gap compared with 
their EU-born counterparts is almost 
9 percentage points, reflecting the 
particular difficulties migrant women 
face in integrating into the labour 
market. However, it is not universally 
the case that employment rates for 
recent female migrants are always be-
low those of EU-born women – in the 
Czech Republic, Cyprus, Hungary, Por-
tugal and Spain their rates are actually 
higher (Chart 23), which suggests that 
these countries have attracted female 
workers in particular. 
In many Member States, however, 
the integration of recent female im-
migrants appears particularly prob-
lematic, with employment rate gaps 
relative to EU-born women  exceeding 
Chart 22: Share of low-skilled recent non-EU-born migrants (resident 
for seven years or less) in labour force versus changes in employment 
rates of native women across the EU**, 2000–07
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Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: Data for LU and FI (share of non-EU-born) uncertain due to small sample size. Data not available or reliable 
for countries which are not shown.
Chart 23: Differences in employment rates between non-EU and EU-
born by gender across Member States, 2007
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25 percentage points in Austria, Bel-
gium, Finland, France, the Nether-
lands and Sweden. Although in these 
countries they tend to moderate with 
time of residence in the host country, 
the gaps persist and remain of the or-
der of 10–20 percentage points. This 
is also the case in Denmark and the 
UK, highlighting the importance of 
addressing the distinct disadvantage 
that migrant women appear to face 
in the labour market in many Mem-
ber States (Box 1).
Indeed, Dayton-Johnson et al. (2007) 
report that even if, on the whole, 
the employment rates of female im-
migrants have grown over the past 
decade in parallel with those of the 
native-born, female immigrants still 
participate disproportionately less 
in the labour market than their male 
counterparts and native-born females. 
Furthermore, they highlight that even 
controlling for levels of education 
and age, migrant women’s employ-
ment has tended to decline relative to 
that of native-born women in several 
countries (including Austria,   Germany 
and the Netherlands).
Box 1: Migrant women in the European labour market
Migrant women are at a distinct disadvantage in many areas of their lives, compared with both migrant men and 
native-born women (the so-called ‘double disadvantage’). This is one of the main findings of a recent study, carried out 
by RAND Europe on behalf of the European Commission, on the role of migrant women in the EU labour market.
The study aimed at improving the overall understanding of the labour market situation of migrant women and the policies 
that can affect them. It assesses the relative disadvantages experienced by migrant women, compared with native-born 
women and migrant men across a range of areas including housing, health, access to services and, crucially, employment. 
The analysis of EU LFS data shows that migrant women tend to fare worse than both native-born women and migrant 
men across a range of indicators, including participation rates, employment, unemployment and whether employ-
ment is commensurate with skill levels. There are, however, considerable differences in the situation of various groups 
of migrant women in the labour market. For instance, one of the main findings is that, disaggregating migrant women 
into those born within the EU and those from third countries, it becomes apparent that migrant women from third 
countries are at an even greater disadvantage in the EU labour force than other groups such as EU-born migrant wom-
en, migrant men and native-born women. 
Supporting, in-depth analysis carried out in Spain has provided a deeper understanding of the apparent greater par-
ity of labour force performance with native-born women in Southern Europe, and of the large-scale programmes that 
have regularised the legal statuses of migrant women in those countries. In-depth analysis of the work–life balance of 
third country migrant women highlights the connection between the very low rates of employment of third country 
migrant women with young children and labour market disadvantage and differences in migrant integration policies.
By highlighting the unsatisfactory labour force situation of third country migrant women, the research raises pivotal 
questions for policy. If migration is to play a role in mitigating some of the current and expected shortages in labour 
supply (and improving the matching of skills to jobs), then the low participation rates, high unemployment levels and 
incidence of ‘de-skilling’ of third country migrant women need to be addressed as urgent policy concerns. However, 
as the policy discussion in this study indicates, disparate policies around immigration or integration are unlikely to 
address these issues effectively on their own. Instead, the research suggests there is a need for integrated and coordi-
nated policies to improve the labour force situation of migrants, especially migrant women, and to realise the benefits 
that such improvements would bring.
The report is available at
http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/employment_analysis/index_en.htm67
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Developments in the  6.2.3. 
employment rate gap between 
EU-born and non-EU-born
In the old Member States (excluding 
Germany, Ireland and Italy), the share in 
employment of non-EU-born migrants 
has increased significantly since 2000, 
from around 5.4% to around 8.4%. At 
the same time, the overall employment 
rate for third country migrants has ris-
en in most of these Member States (av-
eraging 3 percentage points for these 
countries), reducing the gap relative to 
the employment rate of the EU-born. 
This employment rate differential de-
creased in all countries except Austria 
and Belgium, falling most significantly 
(more than 5 percentage points) in the 
northern Member States of Finland 
and Sweden (Chart 24). 
Men contributed more than women 
to the decrease in the overall gap in 
employment rates. Male employ-
ment rate differentials declined eve-
rywhere except Austria, while that for 
females decreased substantially only 
in the northern countries of Finland, 
Denmark, Sweden, in Luxembourg, 
and slightly in France and the UK. 
The overall gender gap in employ-
ment rates for the non-EU-born also 
decreased slightly, with significant 
declines in Finland, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, and Spain, but it rose in 
some Member States, most notably in 
Greece, Portugal and the UK.
Focusing on skills, overall in the old 
Member States (excluding Germany, 
Ireland, Italy and the UK), the em-
ployment rate gap between the non-
EU-born and the EU-born shrank sig-
nificantly for the low-skilled, and to a 
lesser extent for the medium-skilled, 
but remained unchanged for the high-
skilled. Positive gaps in employment 
rates of the low-skilled narrowed in all 
cases (Chart 25). However, the changes 
varied for medium- and high-skilled, 
ranging from significant reductions in 
the differential for both in Finland and 
Sweden, and for the medium-skilled in 
Belgium and France, to the gap widen-
ing considerably for both skill groups 
in Austria, in Luxembourg for the high-
skilled, and in Denmark and the Neth-
erlands for the medium-skilled. 
Chart 24: Changes in employment rate gaps between EU-born  
and non-EU-born, and between non-EU-born men and women  
across the EU-15, 2000–2007
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Chart 25: Changes in employment rate gaps between EU-born and 
non-EU-born by skill level across the EU-15, 2000–07 
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Employment rate  6.2.4. 
performance by region of origin
Examining employment rates for 
third country migrants according to 
their region of origin tends to sug-
gest that, at the aggregate EU* level, 
migrants from East Asia, the Near 
and Middle East, North Africa and 
Turkey have worse labour market 
outcomes than migrants from other 
regions (Chart 26). Furthermore, dif-
ferences in employment rates be-
tween recent and more established 
immigrants tend to be among the 
highest for these origin groups, with 
rates for recent immigrants lower 
than 50%. This implies that mi-
grants from these regions face par-
ticular difficulties in integrating into 
  European labour markets. 
In contrast, apart from immigrants 
from other western societies, third 
country immigrants from Central 
and South America, Eastern Europe, 
South and South East Asia not only 
have overall rates similar to or high-
er than those of the EU-born but also 
show little difference in rates be-
tween recent and more established 
migrants, suggesting that they are 
able to achieve a much more rapid 
integration into European labour 
markets. Reflecting the above, there 
is a clear negative correlation across 
EU Member States between the 
employment rate of non-EU-born 
migrants and the share of migrants 
from the four ‘worst-performing re-
gions’ identified above within the 
overall population of third country 
migrants (Chart 27).
The worse labour market outcomes 
for migrants from East Asia, North 
Africa, the Near and Middle east and 
Turkey appear to be due, on the one 
hand, to relatively low employment 
rates for men compared with other 
regions of origin, particularly for re-
cent male migrants from East Asia 
and the Near and Middle East, and, 
on the other, to extremely low rates 
for recently arrived migrant women, 
especially those from Turkey and 
North Africa. 
With regard to the latter, although 
these tend to improve markedly 
with increasing time of residence 
in the host country, they neverthe-
less remain well below the rates for 
migrant women from other regions 
(Chart 28). This may well reflect 
cultural attitudes which are more 
opposed to the labour market par-
ticipation of women, with migrant 
women from middle- and low-in-
come countries much more likely 
than men to remain outside the la-
bour market, and which only mod-
erate with increasing time spent 
in the new country of residence. 
Consequently, gender and cultural 
background seem to be important 
determinants of migrants’ overall 
employment outcomes.
Looking at employment rate gaps ac-
cording to region of origin across the 
individual Member States (Chart 29) 
indicates that some migrant groups 
tend to do better relative to the EU-
born in certain Member States than 
Chart 26: Employment rates for non-EU-born in the EU*  
by region of origin, 2007
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Chart 27: Employment rates for non-EU-born versus share of non-EU-born 
from the four worst-performing regions of origin across the EU*, 2007
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in others. For example, for migrants 
from Sub-Saharan Africa differences 
relative to the EU-born are positive 
in some Member States and negative 
in others: in Greece and Italy their 
employment rate is 10 percentage 
points or more higher than rates for 
the EU-born, while it is more than 15 
percentage points lower in Belgium, 
Denmark, the Netherlands and Swe-
den. Similarly, Eastern European mi-
grants do relatively well in Greece, It-
aly, Portugal and Spain, but relatively 
worse in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, 
France, the Netherlands and Sweden. 
In the UK, the employment rate gap 
between the EU-born and people 
born in non-EU Eastern European 
countries is negligible, whereas for 
persons born in the Near and Middle 
East it is substantial, yet the opposite 
is true in France.
Overall, countries with the highest 
employment rates for the EU-born 
(the long-standing immigration 
countries of northern Europe and 
Austria) generally exhibit worse 
relative employment performance 
across all groups of migrants (ex-
cept those from Oceania and North 
America). However, in the south-
ern, new migration Member States 
where employment rates of the EU-
born are lower (Greece, Italy, Por-
tugal and Spain), nearly all migrant 
groups have higher employment 
rates than the EU-born. In contrast, 
Belgium and France display relative-
ly low employment rates for the EU-
born and even lower ones for non-
EU-born from almost all regions. 
Unemployment rates 6.3. 
Perhaps the most visible indicator 
of the problems faced by migrants 
in integrating in European labour 
markets is the unemployment rate. 
In most Member States, but not all, 
third country migrants are much 
more likely to be unemployed than 
the EU-born (Chart 30). In most of 
the traditional immigration countries 
of northern Europe (Belgium, Luxem-
bourg, the Netherlands, Denmark, 
Finland and Sweden) and Austria, 
the unemployment rates for non-EU-
born migrants are around three times 
higher than those for the EU-born. In 
other Member States such as Cyprus, 
Estonia, Greece, Latvia and Slovenia 
however, unemployment rates are 
broadly similar. On average, in the 
EU* the unemployment rate for non-
EU migrants is 4.4 percentage points 
higher than that for the EU-born, with 
differences higher than 10 percent-
age points in Belgium and Finland.
In most of the Member States (except 
the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Greece, 
Portugal and Spain), the more seri-
ous problems faced by recent non-
EU migrants in integrating into EU la-
bour markets are largely reflected in 
unemployment rates which are sig-
nificantly higher than those of both 
the EU-born and more established 
migrants. For non-EU-born migrants 
resident seven years or less, the like-
lihood of being unemployed is more 
than four times higher compared 
with the EU-born in Austria, Belgium, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands and 
Sweden. In absolute terms, their un-
employment rates are more than 15 
percentage points higher than those 
for the EU-born in Belgium, Finland, 
Chart 28: Employment rates for non-EU-born people in the EU* by 
gender and region of origin, 2007 
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Chart 29: Difference between employment rates of EU-born and non-
EU-born by region of origin in selected Member States, 2007
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France and Sweden. The correlation 
between unemployment rates of re-
cent non-EU migrants and more es-
tablished migrants (Chart 31) again 
suggests that greater difficulties in 
achieving early integration into em-
ployment may subsequently be re-
flected in outcomes for longer-estab-
lished migrants.
In most EU countries, third coun-
try migrants are also relatively more 
likely to be long-term unemployed 
than the EU-born, with differences in 
long-term unemployment rates espe-
cially pronounced in Belgium, Finland, 
France, Luxembourg and the Nether-
lands. However, in the southern Mem-
ber States of Greece, Italy, Portugal 
and Spain the incidence of long-term 
unemployment among third country 
migrants is similar to or lower than for 
the EU-born (Chart 32).
Quality aspects of  6.4. 
migrant employment
Overall labour market outcomes can 
give some quantitative indications 
of the labour market situation of mi-
grants, but it is also important to ex-
amine other aspects of their employ-
ment. Such aspects include the quality 
of the jobs they hold and issues such 
as whether high employment rates for 
migrants in some Member States come 
at the expense of their concentration in 
lower quality employment and greater 
exposure to precarious work.
Types and conditions of  6.4.1. 
employment
Overall, at EU* level, third country mi-
grants tend to be employed in jobs of 
lower quality, defined in terms of their 
employment security and general 
working conditions (Chart 33). Precari-
ous employment is significantly more 
widespread among third country mi-
grants, with almost a quarter (22%) of 
non-EU-born employees in temporary 
contracts as opposed to 14% of the EU-
born. Additionally, 90% of migrant em-
ployees with temporary contracts hold 
them involuntarily, as opposed to 85% 
of EU-born, meaning that overall one 
in five migrant employees is in invol-
untary fixed-term employment com-
pared with 12% of the EU-born. The 
incidence of precarious employment 
is even more marked among recent 
migrants: 34% of recent migrant em-
ployees are in temporary work, a share 
around 2.5 times higher than for the 
EU-born. However, this partly reflects 
the fact that the activities in which 
many migrants work (e.g. agriculture, 
construction, and hotels and restau-
rants) are very seasonal industries with 
a high incidence of temporary jobs.
Across Member States, it is clear that 
recent migrants in many southern 
Member States especially face a high 
incidence of precarious employment 
(more than half of recent migrant em-
ployees in Cyprus, Portugal and Spain 
are in temporary employment). This 
is also the case in several northern 
countries such as Finland, the Neth-
erlands and Sweden, and also in Slov-
enia (all around 40–50%) (Chart 34). 
Chart 30: Unemployment rates for EU-born and non-EU-born, and gap 
in unemployment rates between them across Member States, 2007
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Chart 31: Unemployment rates of recent and more established  
non-EU-born migrants across the EU*, 2007
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Nevertheless, for some recent arrivals, 
temporary employment may act as a 
stepping stone towards more perma-
nent employment; at EU* level, the 
share of employees in temporary con-
tracts subsequently drops from 34% 
to around 17% for more established 
non-EU migrants. However, in Spain 
there is more limited evidence of 
such a progression, as the incidence 
of temporary employment declines 
much less than in most other Member 
States, remaining high for more es-
tablished migrants and much greater 
than for the EU-born. 
At the same time, LFS data also indi-
cates that in most southern Member 
States, the participation of migrants 
in lifelong-learning activities47 is low 
and is less frequent than for the EU-
born, while in contrast in most north-
ern countries migrants participate to 
a much greater degree, and generally 
even more than the EU-born, especial-
ly recent migrants. The relatively low 
opportunities for migrants with re-
gard to training or education in south-
ern Member States have implications 
for their future prospects in the labour 
market and chances to progress into 
better quality jobs (Chart 35).
47  The percentage of the population aged 
25–64 who participated in education or 
training activities in the previous four weeks.
Focusing on working time, on aver-
age almost 20% of non-EU-born work-
ers are in part-time employment – an 
incidence not much higher than that 
for the EU-born. Indeed, on average, 
there are no significant differences in 
average working hours in the main job 
between EU-born and non-EU-born 
workers (around 38 hours a week for 
both). In addition, there are no major 
differences in the share of those in 
full-time employment working long 
hours (more than 48 hours per week), 
while the share of workers holding 
more than one job is higher for the 
EU-born. Nevertheless, significantly 
more third country migrants than EU-
born, particularly recent ones, express 
a desire to work more hours than they 
usually do (16% of the non-EU-born 
compared with 9% of the EU-born). 
Indeed, around 40% of migrants work-
ing in part-time employment do so 
involuntarily (i.e. they could not find 
full-time work), compared with 20% 
of EU-born part-time workers.
With regard to atypical forms of work, 
at EU* level migrants are not more 
likely to be employed in jobs involving 
shift work, including recent migrants. 
They are, however, slightly more likely 
to be in jobs which require them to 
usually work at night (10% of their em-
ployment versus 7% for EU-born) or 
during the evening (22% versus 18%). 
In terms of holding more responsible 
positions, third country migrants are 
clearly under-represented in positions 
with supervisory responsibilities, this 
being especially the case for recent 
migrants (although this may partly be 
explained by their relative youth com-
pared with the EU-born population).
Sectoral and occupational  6.4.2. 
features of migrant employment
Compared to the EU-born, third coun-
try migrants’ employment is relative-
ly more concentrated in the hotels 
and restaurants, private household 
and construction sectors, and also, 
although to a lesser extent, in real 
estate renting and business activities 
(Chart 36). Recent non-EU migrants 
also tend to work in these sectors 
more often than EU-born people, 
but generally also much more often 
Chart 32: Long-term unemployment rates of non-EU-born versus EU-
born across Member States, 2007
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Chart 33: Prevalence of types of work arrangement in the EU* among 
EU-born and non-EU-born, 2007
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than more established migrants. This 
is most   notably the case regarding 
the first three sectors, which seem to 
be ‘gateway’ sectors for non-EU mi-
grants to enter the labour market. Of 
particular note is the high share of re-
cent non-EU migrants in the private 
household sector – a feature which 
is likely to continue in the future as 
demographic ageing and greater la-
bour market participation of women 
continue to create demand for child-
care and elderly care services. 
In contrast, recent migrants are sig-
nificantly under-represented in the 
public administration and education 
sectors (clearly reflecting the exclu-
sion of third country nationals from 
important parts of the public sector), 
in agriculture48 and also in the manu-
facturing and wholesale/retail trade 
sectors, although the latter two do 
account for a notable proportion of 
recent migrant employment. 
Overall, the vast majority of recent 
third country migrants are employed 
in the services sector, which accounts 
for around two thirds of their em-
ployment, with industry account-
ing for almost one third and agricul-
ture around 3%. The service sectors 
48  LFS-based results for this sector may be 
affected by the fact that much employment in 
agriculture is seasonal and very short term, and 
as such may not be well covered in the LFS.
where recent migrants have mainly 
found work are the lower-skilled, less 
  knowledge-intensive ones such as 
hotels and restaurants, wholesale and 
retail trade, and private households.
The sectoral breakdown of third 
country migrants’ employment varies 
considerably across countries, how-
ever (Table 4). For example, 32% of 
more established migrants (and 41% 
of recent migrants) work in construc-
tion in Greece compared with 2% in 
Sweden, while in contrast 20% are 
employed in health and social work 
in Sweden compared with only 2.6% 
in Greece. 16% of recent migrants to 
Spain work in private households, but 
only 3.4% in France. The main sec-
tor of migrants’ employment within 
countries also varies across Member 
States. For example, third country mi-
grants work mainly in manufacturing 
in Austria, Italy and the Netherlands, 
and in construction in Greece, Spain 
and in Portugal (for recent migrants). 
More established migrants work prin-
cipally in wholesale and retail in Bel-
gium and Portugal; in real estate, rent-
ing and business activities in France 
and the UK; and in health and social 
work in Denmark and Sweden. Recent 
migrants, however, work mainly in 
wholesale and retail trade in Belgium; 
in real estate, renting and business 
activities in France and Sweden; and 
in health and social work in Denmark 
and the UK. 
With regard to the occupational struc-
ture of employment, compared with 
the EU-born, a notably higher share of 
third country migrants hold jobs in el-
ementary occupations, and – although 
to a lesser extent – as service workers 
or shop and market sales workers, and 
craft and related trades workers – i.e. 
jobs which require low- to medium-
skill levels (Chart 37). Recent non-EU 
migrants tend to work in these occu-
pations even more often, being fur-
ther over-represented most notably 
in the elementary occupations (where 
they are three times more likely to 
be employed than the EU-born). In-
deed, around a third (29%) of recent 
migrants are employed in elemen-
tary occupations, one fifth as service 
workers and shop and market sales 
Chart 34: Incidence of temporary employment for EU-born  
and non-EU-born employees across Member States, 2007
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Chart 35: Participation in lifelong-learning activities for the EU-born 
and non-EU-born across Member States, 2007
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workers, and around 17% in craft and 
related trades workers occupations. In 
total these three occupational group-
ings account for two thirds of all em-
ployment among recent migrants. For 
all other occupation groupings, the 
shares are under 10%. 
This emphasises once again that re-
cent migrants help to address in par-
ticular labour market shortages at 
the ‘low end’ of the jobs spectrum, 
including those for basic services to 
cover the increasing need for care and 
household-based activities and to fill 
the vacuum for low-skilled labour sup-
ply as the EU-born population contin-
ues to improve its skill base. 
In contrast, non-EU-born migrants 
are strongly under-represented in 
the more skilled non-manual occu-
pations, especially in the technicians 
and associate professionals category, 
but also in the medium-skilled occu-
pations of clerks, and skilled agricul-
tural and fishery workers. Although 
migrants are also under-represented 
in the occupational grouping re-
quiring the highest skill levels (the 
professionals category), there is no 
significant difference in shares of 
employment as legislators, senior 
officials and managers between the 
more established migrants and the 
EU-born, although the gap for recent 
immigrants is substantial. 
Comparing the situation of recent and 
established migrants indicates that in 
general there is an adjustment over 
time in migrants’ occupational em-
ployment structure towards that of 
the EU-born population, most notably 
through movement out of the elemen-
tary occupations (although their share 
remains relatively high compared with 
the EU-born) and the other low- to me-
dium-skilled occupations, and into the 
higher-skilled professions. 
In conclusion, the sectoral and occu-
pational structure of recent migrants’ 
employment generally corresponds 
to low barriers to entry and require-
ments in terms of specific skills. As 
such, it can provide third country mi-
grants with an entry point to the la-
bour market and a means to acquire 
necessary skills such as language 
proficiency. However, comparison 
with the sectoral and occupational 
concentration of longer-established 
migrants suggests that, even though 
there is some ‘normalisation’ to pat-
terns for the EU-born population, 
there may be restricted scope for 
movement between main occupa-
tional groupings for third country mi-
grants, since differences in patterns 
of sectoral and occupational employ-
ment generally persist. 
Chart 36: Sectors of employment in the EU* of non-EU  
and EU-born, 2007
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Chart 37: Occupational distribution in the EU* of non-EU and  
EU-born, 2007
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Wages 6.4.3. 
A particular aspect of job quality 
where migrants may do significantly 
worse than non-migrants concerns 
wages. Based on a survey of the lit-
erature analysing migrants’ economic 
performance, Dustmann (2008) finds 
that for all countries and most im-
migrant groups, initial earnings for 
migrants are lower than those for 
comparable native-born individuals. 
He reports that for some groups and 
countries, this gap slowly closes over 
time, but that in some cases, the initial 
disadvantage remains.
Furthermore, he reports various study 
findings, based on analysis of micro-
data, which confirm that immigrants 
have lower earnings. For example, 
for Sweden, Rooth and Ekberg (2003) 
find that immigrants’ annual earnings 
are lower than those of comparable 
native-born workers, with differentials 
of up to 15%. For Spain, Carrasco et al. 
(2008) report that in 2002, mean  wages 
of male immigrants were about 40% 
lower than those of male native-born 
workers. For the UK, Dustmann and 
Fabbri (2005) conclude that while im-
migrants from most white immigrant 
communities have on average higher 
wages than British-born whites, immi-
grants from all ethnic minority com-
munities have lower wages, with dif-
ferentials being substantial for some 
groups (for instance they reach about 
40% for male Bangladeshis). 
Nevertheless, migrants’ comparatively 
low wages at entry may not necessar-
ily be a result of discrimination but 
rather may reflect the fact that their 
skills are not fully transferable to the 
host country (e.g. they may be limited 
in using their skills effectively because 
of a lack of proficiency in the host 
country language). Hence, given that 
they will be less productive to start 
with than their skills level would imply, 
it is understandable that there would 
be a wage disadvantage at entry and 
that over time migrants’ wages would 
catch up with those of non-migrants. 
An important caveat is that much de-
pends on the intended time of stay of 
immigrants, since migrants who do 
not intend to stay for a long period 
may not have the incentives and de-
sire to invest in the skills needed to al-
low full adaptation to the host coun-
try labour market. Furthermore, an 
important limitation in examining the 
developments in migrants’ wages over 
time is the effect of return and onward 
migration, which can be substantial in 
some countries, and its impact on the 
stocks of remaining migrants.
Undeclared work and  6.4.4. 
illegal employment
Undeclared work49 and illegal em-
ployment are the main pull factors of 
illegal immigration. Indeed one of the 
main factors encouraging illegal im-
migration into the EU is the possibility 
of finding such work50.
Within the EU, undeclared work was 
estimated51 to account for between 
7% and 16% of EU GDP52 in 2004, al-
though the extent and characteristics 
of undeclared work appear to differ 
widely in the Member States. For ex-
ample, it can account for as much as 
20% of GDP or more in some South-
ern and Eastern European countries. 
A recent stocktaking by the European 
Employment Observatory network53 
indicates that undeclared work is still 
on the rise in several Member States, 
while the growing demand for house-
hold and care services could contrib-
ute to extend it further. 
Illegally staying migrants work mostly 
in the low-skilled sector such as in 
construction, agriculture, catering or 
cleaning and housekeeping services. 
Often they are hired for the so-called 
49  Undeclared work is defined as ‘any paid 
activities that are lawful as regards their nature 
but not declared to public authorities, taking 
into account differences in the regulatory 
system of Member States’.
50  Of course such work is only partly 
performed by illegally residing third-country 
nationals or legal third-country nationals 
working in breach of their residence status.  
51   The best available estimates so far, based on 
indirect methods, of the overall level of undeclared 
work in the Member States were collected 
through a study carried out for the Commission in 
2004 (European Commission, 2004b.)
52  Council Resolution on transforming 
undeclared work into regular employment, 
October 2003.
53  www.eu-employment-observatory.net.
‘3D’-jobs (dirty, dangerous and de-
manding work), which are rejected by 
the domestic labour force, and their 
wages are frequently below the official 
minimum. Such work not only results in 
poor quality employment for migrants, 
but also has negative implications for 
their future labour market prospects. 
The ILO (2008) points out the impor-
tance of regularisation of informal 
work especially for migrant women, 
highlighting in particular that the lack 
of education and training opportuni-
ties has implications for the sustain-
ability of migrants’ employment.
High levels of taxation and social se-
curity contributions, a high adminis-
trative burden and the low awareness 
of sanctions are traditionally seen as 
the drivers of undeclared work, as 
confirmed by a recent survey (Euro-
barometer, 2007b), but the increasing 
trend towards sub-contracting and 
false self-employment also calls for 
special attention. A recently adopted 
Commission Communication (Europe-
an Commission, 2007f) recommends 
how to step up the fight against unde-
clared work, through a combination 
of measures intended to reduce its 
attractiveness (e.g. through reforms 
of tax and social protection systems), 
to lower the cost of compliance with 
regulations and to raise awareness. 76
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 Labour market  7. 
impact of recent 
immigration – empirical 
evidence
Contribution to economic  7.1. 
and employment expansion 
According to recent estimates (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2007c) using a 
growth-accounting framework54 to 
examine the key drivers and sources of 
growth in Europe, migration is estimat-
ed to have accounted for 21% of the 
average GDP growth in the EU-15 over 
the period 2000-2005. For the EU-15 as 
a whole, net migration contributed 0.4 
percentage points to the average an-
nual growth rate of 2% over this peri-
od – well above the contribution from 
more traditional policy fields such as 
youth or female participation.
Underlying this, third country migrants 
have made an important contribution 
to overall employment growth in the 
EU*. The annual rate of growth in em-
ployment of third country migrants 
54  The growth-accounting analysis 
mechanically considers the role of migration 
in the change in overall population size. There 
is no breakdown of migrants by age, gender, 
or educational attainment. While the analysis 
highlights an increasing role of migration as 
a source of growth, it cannot assess the full 
economic impact of migration, which operates 
through a range of channels.
reached 12% in 2007, compared with 
employment growth of 1.3% for the EU-
born population.55 However, the impor-
tance of the contribution of third coun-
try migrants to recent   employment 
expansion varies substantially across 
Member States. Non-EU-born workers 
who arrived within the last seven years 
account for less than 0.5% of total em-
ployment in most of the new Member 
States and Finland, but represent more 
substantial shares in the UK (3%), Spain 
(7%) and Cyprus (8%).
At EU* level, the contribution of re-
cent third country migrants to the ex-
pansion in employment over 2000–07 
has been substantial, accounting for 
an employment increase of almost 
3.7 million56 or around a quarter of the 
overall rise in employment. In abso-
lute terms, the largest rises in employ-
ment for recent migrants occurred in 
Spain (1.4 million), the UK (0.8 mil-
lion) and Italy (0.5 million), with the 
old EU Member States (excluding 
Germany and Ireland) accounting for 
55  As pointed out in OECD (2007) the growth 
in immigrant employment can be explained 
in part by the increase in the employment rate 
of immigrants but it is without doubt the new 
entries of foreign workers which have played 
the bigger role over the period since 2000.
56  Excluding Bulgaria, Germany, Ireland 
and Romania. Romania is excluded from the 
analysis of changes between 2000 and 2006 
due to a substantial break in the employment 
series during this period. In any case, 
immigration to that Member State has been 
negligible.
the vast majority (98%) of all recent 
third country migrants in employ-
ment. However, in terms of their rela-
tive share of the employment expan-
sion within individual Member States 
(Chart 38), recent migrants’ contribu-
tion has been most significant in the 
UK and Portugal, where they have 
played a dominant role in employ-
ment expansion, comprising 66% and 
60% respectively of the overall in rise 
in employment since 2000, followed 
by Denmark (48%) and Cyprus (36%). 
For the new immigration countries 
of Italy and Spain, the shares were a 
more moderate 24% and 29%, indi-
cating that recent migrants have been 
part of a broad employment expan-
sion which mostly affected the exist-
ing population.
Impact on  7.2. 
unemployment rates and 
wages
Most recent empirical studies point 
to only limited effects of immigration 
on the labour market situation of na-
tive workers. For example, Dustmann 
et al. (2003) argue that if there is an 
impact of immigration on unemploy-
ment then it is statistically poorly de-
termined and probably small in size. 
The general finding that migration 
has little impact on unemployment is 
supported by the fact that across EU 
Member States there is no clear link 
between changes in overall unem-
ployment rates, or those specifically 
for native-born workers, between 
2000 and 2007 and the share of recent 
non-EU-born migrants in the labour 
force (Chart 39). Only in the Belgium, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Swe-
den and most noticeably Portugal do 
changes in the unemployment rate 
correlate positively with the labour 
force share of recent migrants.
Münz et al. (2007b) review the existing 
empirical evidence and find that the 
impact on wages and employment 
in the EU is on average negative, but 
very small. This suggests that the po-
tential downward effect is offset by 
additional creation of employment 
due to economies of scale and sp-
illovers (which increase productivity) 
Chart 38: Share of employment of recent non-EU-born migrants in 
total employment expansion 2000–07 across Member States 
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
PL LV SI HU CZ FI NL FR LU SE BE EL IT EU* AT ES CY DK PT UK
%
 
o
f
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
r
i
s
e
 
i
n
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: EU* excludes BG, DE, IE and RO. Data for PL and SI uncertain due to small sample size. Data not available or 
reliable for countries which are not shown.77
Chapter 2: The labour market situation and impact of recent third country migrants
as well as higher demand for goods 
and services. However, they also re-
port that this effect is not necessarily 
the same across EU Member States. 
In Greece, Italy, Spain and the UK, it 
is found to be negligible or slightly 
positive, with immigrants apparently 
acting as complements to native-
born workers. In contrast, negative 
effects were observed in Belgium, 
where new immigrants competed 
with immigrants who had arrived 
during earlier periods for available 
low-skilled jobs, and in Germany, 
reportedly due to the rigidity of the 
labour market and the comparatively 
low mobility of German workers.
A simple comparison of the relative 
changes in sectoral wages since 
2000 and the share of recent mi-
grants in sectoral employment, for 
selected countries and within NACE 
sectors C to K57, indicates that gen-
erally there is no clear relationship 
across all Member States (Chart 40). 
However, there does appear to be 
signs of a negative correlation in 
Austria, the Netherlands, and to a 
lesser extent Spain, although this 
is in all cases heavily influenced by 
the rather atypical situation in the 
hotels and restaurants sector. In 
contrast, there are signs of a posi-
tive relationship in Italy, Portugal 
57  Statistical classification of economic 
activities. C to K covers essentially industry and 
market services.
and the UK, pointing to signs of 
greater complementarity of recent 
migrants with existing workers. 
Several studies (see for example 
Longhi et al., 2004) conclude that 
the wages of earlier immigrants are 
much more affected by new immi-
grants than the wages of the native-
born workers. This finding is in line 
with the theoretical expectation, as 
recent and earlier immigrants tend 
to be closer substitutes in the labour 
market than recent immigrants and 
native-born workers. 
In conclusion, most empirical studies 
find that immigration creates winners 
and losers in the short term. Winners 
are mainly the immigrants themselves 
and their employers, but consum-
ers may also benefit through wider 
choice, reduced inflationary pressure 
and lower prices.58 Losers are mainly 
those employed in low-paid jobs and 
in direct competition with newly ar-
rived migrants (several studies find 
this is likely to include a significant 
share of migrants already established 
in the host country). However, in the 
long run, the economic impact of im-
migration on the existing population 
is likely to be small on average.
58  Immigration has a tendency to reduce 
inflationary pressure and consumers may 
therefore benefit from immigration due to 
lower prices.
Main features of recent  7.3. 
migrants’ employment
Broad features of recent  7.3.1. 
migrants’ employment
Comparing the gender and age charac-
teristics of recently arrived third country 
migrants in employment in 2007 with 
those of the overall net change in em-
ployment between 2000 and 2007 re-
veals substantial differences. The popu-
lation of recently arrived migrants in 
employment consists of a higher share 
of men (57%) – the opposite of the 
situation for the overall employment 
expansion in the EU – while the age 
composition is also generally reversed, 
with a much higher share of younger 
workers among recent migrant workers 
as opposed to a greater share of older 
workers in the overall net employment 
change (Chart 41). In this sense the in-
flux of recent third country migrants 
has provided an element of counterbal-
ance, or complementarity, to the over-
all employment trends in the EU since 
2000, especially in terms of age-related 
developments and injecting a supply of 
relatively younger workers.
Focusing on the type of employment re-
cent third country migrants are engaged 
in (Chart 42), it is clear that the vast ma-
jority of recent migrants are working as 
employees (93%) rather than as self-em-
ployed (7%), and in full time (81%) rather 
than part-time (19%) employment. Con-
sequently, self- and part-time employ-
ment are not strong features of recent 
Chart 39: Change in total unemployment rate (total and of native-born), 2000–07 versus the share of recent 
migrants in the labour force 15+ across the EU, 2007
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Chart 40: Developments in labour cost index (wages and salaries), 2000–07 versus share of recent migrants 
by sectors in selected Member States, 2007
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migrants’ employment. However, a sig-
nificant share is found to be engaged in 
relatively precarious employment, with 
34% of recent migrant employees work-
ing under fixed-term arrangements.
Sectoral and occupational  7.3.2. 
features of recent migrant 
employment and its contribution 
to addressing labour shortages
Recent third country migrants have 
played an important role in alleviating 
labour market and skill shortages. This 
is exemplified by their tendency to be 
employed in sectors where labour de-
mand has been greatest over the peri-
od 2000–07. For example, across the EU 
Member States, a high share of recent 
migrants is employed in hotels and res-
taurants, and in construction in France 
and Portugal. These sectors have been 
among those with the highest demand 
for new workers in these countries, 
as indicated by average job vacancy 
rates59 over 2000–07 (Chart 43). Over-
all, therefore, recent immigrants’ em-
ployment tends to have concentrated 
in sectors suffering from labour short-
ages in many Member States. 
Comparing the sectoral employment 
distribution of recently arrived third 
country migrants in employment in 
2007 with that for the overall change in 
employment in the EU* between 2000 
and 2007 indicates that recent mi-
grants have mainly been employed in 
expanding sectors (Chart 44). However, 
it is apparent that migrants have also 
found employment in the contracting 
agricultural and manufacturing sec-
tors, where overall employment has 
fallen substantially since 2000. Within 
industry, they have also made a strong 
contribution to the expansion in em-
ployment in the construction sector 
(accounting for almost a quarter of the 
rise in   employment in this sector). 
Within services, the impact of recent 
migrants relative to the total increase 
in sectoral employment has been 
greatest in the private households 
sector, where migrants account for 
59  The job vacancy rate is the ratio of job 
vacancies relative to the sum of vacancies and 
occupied posts. 
around two thirds of sectoral em-
ployment expansion. Other sectors 
where recent migrants have contrib-
uted relatively strongly to sectoral 
employment rises were the wholesale 
and retail trade, hotels and restau-
rants, transport, storage and commu-
nication and financial intermediation 
sectors, where they accounted for 
between around a quarter and a 
third of employment expansion. Al-
though the absolute number of re-
cent migrants employed in the real 
estate, renting and business activi-
ties, and health and social work sec-
tors is sizeable (0.3–0.4 million), the 
relative contribution to expansion in 
these sectors was much more limited 
(around 9% and 11% respectively), as 
was that in the education and public 
administration sectors (7% and 5%).
As to the occupational features of 
employment, in terms of overall 
employment expansion in occu-
pational groupings (Chart 45), the 
contribution of recent third coun-
try migrants has been most signifi-
cant in elementary, the plant and 
machine operators and assemblers 
(almost 40% of employment expan-
sion in these groups), and service 
workers and shop and market sales 
workers (34%) occupations. Fur-
thermore, a significant share of re-
cent migrants have been   employed 
Chart 41: Characteristics of non-EU-born workers resident for seven 
years or less and of total employment expansion 2000–07 in the EU*
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Chart 42: Characteristics of employment in the EU* of non-EU-born 
workers resident for seven years or less, 2007
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as craft and related trades workers 
and clerks – occupations which 
have seen either no overall em-
ployment growth or an employ-
ment decline between 2000 and 
2007. However, recent non-EU mi-
grants’ contribution to the employ-
ment expansion in the more skilled 
occupations (legislators, senior of-
ficials and managers, profession-
als, and technicians and associate 
professionals) has been much less 
substantial, with migrants’ share at 
below 8% in all three occupational 
groupings. This emphasises once 
again that recent migrants have 
mainly helped to address labour 
market requirements at the low 
end of the jobs spectrum. 
As highlighted previously, a key issue 
with regard to migrants is whether they 
are substitutes for, or complementary 
to, native-born workers. If they have 
the same types of skills as native-born 
workers, they may compete for the 
same types of job, putting downward 
pressure on wages and/or leading to 
reduced employment for native-born 
workers. However, if migrants have 
different skills or work in jobs that na-
tive-born workers no longer wish to 
do, they will be more complementary. 
Another aspect to consider is that mi-
grants entering low-skilled jobs may 
actually help free the more skilled 
native-born workers to carry out work 
that makes better use of their higher 
skills. For example, the ongoing trend 
within EU Member States towards im-
proved education and training should 
lead to the indigenous workforce ‘up-
skilling’ to carry out higher-skilled jobs, 
and being less willing to accept lower-
skilled work.60 In this case migrants 
would help fill the resulting vacuum 
for remaining employer demand for 
low-skilled workers.
60  Boswell et al. (2004) highlights that the 
upward professional mobility of workers in 
Western European states has been to a large 
extent facilitated through the import of 
low-skilled immigrant labour since the 1950s. 
Post-World War II immigration supplied workers 
for low-skilled manufacturing, construction, 
transport, and agriculture; and more recently for 
catering, domestic services or janitorial work.
Chart 43: Sectoral employment distribution of recent migrants (2007) versus sectoral job vacancy rates 
(2000–07) in selected Member States
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The occupation distribution of abso-
lute changes in overall employment 
since 2000 and of recent migrants’ 
employment tends to suggest that re-
cent migrants have been more com-
plementary rather than substitutes 
(Chart 46). Of the total employment 
of recent third country immigrants, 
only around one fifth worked in the 
skilled occupations (ISCO 1–3)61, 
while these account for approxi-
mately 60% of the overall absolute 
change across occupation groupings 
(or around 75% of the net increase in 
employment). Furthermore, recent 
migrants are much more concen-
trated in the elementary, craft and 
related trades workers, and service 
workers and shop and market sales 
workers occupational groups, which, 
combined, account for two thirds of 
recent migrants’ employment, but 
only around a third of the overall em-
ployment expansion between 2000 
and 2007.
Skills of migrants 8. 
Skills distribution 8.1. 
Migration is often put forward as a 
means of addressing labour and skill 
shortages. In general, there appears 
to be a need in Europe not only for 
high skills but also for a wide range of 
skills from across the spectrum. In this 
respect, migration may help, for exam-
ple, to address the rising demand for 
care provision as women increasingly 
participate in the labour market and 
are no longer available as carers, while 
new needs arise from population age-
ing, such as health and long-term care.
At EU**62 level (excluding Bulgaria, 
Germany, Ireland and the UK) there is 
some polarisation of skill levels of third-
country migrants compared with the 
native-born. Third country migrants 
tend to be marginally over-represent-
61  International standard classification of 
occupations
62  EU** also excludes the UK (in addition 
to Bulgaria, Germany and Ireland) due to 
incomplete coding of foreign qualifications 
with consequent problems in the classification 
of migrants’ skill levels and because the skill 
level composition of migrant populations 
shows a clear break in series in 2004.
ed at the highest skill levels and much 
more significantly over-represented at 
the lowest skill levels, suggesting that 
they potentially make a more signifi-
cant contribution to the low-skill end 
of the labour market (Chart 47). The 
bias towards low skills in part reflects 
the composition according to region 
of origin: immigrants from East Asia, 
the Balkans, North and Sub-Saharan 
Africa and Turkey, which account for 
half of migrants in the EU**, have rela-
tively high proportions of people with 
low skills (Chart 49). It is interesting 
to note that recent working-age mi-
grants from other EU Member States 
have relatively higher human capital 
endowments than both third-country 
migrants and the native-born, with a 
significantly lower share of less-skilled 
and greater shares of high-skilled. 
They therefore appear as potentially 
the primary source to fill demand in 
higher-skilled occupations.
There is evidence for differences in re-
cent skill level demands across Member 
States (Chart 49). Some countries ap-
pear to have developed policies mov-
ing towards favouring increased entry 
of highly skilled migrants – the propor-
tion of recent third country migrants 
with tertiary education reaches al-
most 40% in Luxembourg and Sweden 
Chart 44: Sectoral distribution of employment expansion (2000–07)  
in the EU* and employment of non-EU-born workers resident for 
seven years or less (2007)
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Chart 45: Occupational distribution of employment expansion 
(2000–07) in the EU* and employment of non-EU-born resident for 
seven years or less (2007)
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(which exceeds the share of high-skilled 
EU-born by more than 10 percentage 
points). However, most countries con-
tinue to accept rather large numbers 
of low-skilled migrants from outside 
of the EU. The situation varies across 
Europe, but in general recent immigra-
tion to southern Member States has 
been mainly low-skill-focused (more 
than half of recent migrants to Greece, 
Italy and Portugal are low-skilled), and 
to a lesser extent (around 45–50%) in 
Austria, Belgium, France and Spain. 
However, in the more northern coun-
tries it has generally been less so – in 
Denmark, Finland, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands and Sweden, around 40% 
or less are low-skilled. 
Concerning high-skilled migrants, ex-
cept for the southern new migration 
countries of Cyprus, Italy, Portugal 
and Spain, together with Denmark 
and Finland, in most Member States, 
there tends to be a higher share of 
tertiary-educated people among re-
cent non-EU migrants than among 
the more established migrant popula-
tion, although at the aggregate EU** 
level there is no significant difference 
(Chart 50). Overall, the EU does not 
seem to be particularly successful in 
attracting high-skilled migrants. Day-
ton-Johnson et al. (2007) reports that 
the EU-15 have attracted only one 
quarter of the total number of highly 
skilled migrants while, in contrast, two 
thirds of all such migrants are found in 
North America. Similarly, according to 
OECD data, among 28 countries63 al-
most two thirds of the foreign-born 
aged 15 or over with tertiary educa-
tion live in the US and Canada, 32% in 
the EU (excluding Bulgaria, Cyprus, Es-
tonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Malta, Roma-
nia and Slovenia) and 5% in Australia.
On average in the EU**, there have 
been substantial improvements in 
the human capital endowment of the 
indigenous population over recent 
decades (in terms of comparing the 
composition of age cohorts by educa-
tional attainment). This has improved 
the overall skill level of the working-
age population and enabled a shift 
towards more skilled work. However, 
this trend in skills improvement is not 
so strongly evident in the population 
of third country migrants. There are 
no marked improvements in the skill 
structure for younger cohorts as there 
has been in the case of the EU-born, 
neither for longer-established mi-
grants nor recent ones (Chart 51).
Indeed, with regard to the EU-born, 
there has been a significant shift in 
educational attainment between 
age cohorts, with marked improve-
ments in the shares of high-skilled 
63  Source: OECD database on immigrants in 
OECD Countries (DIOC).
within younger age groups (Chart 
52). However, the situation is more 
mixed for migrants. Furthermore, 
while recent arrivals aged under 
35 have lower shares of tertiary–
educated people than the EU-born, 
among those aged 35 and over the 
shares are higher. This suggests that 
high-skilled immigrants help in par-
ticular to address skill deficiencies 
among the older EU-born popula-
tion by bringing more professional 
experience and expertise to the EU. 
A similar pattern also exists with re-
gard to more established migrants. 
While younger cohorts of recent mi-
grants aged 30–44 comprise greater 
shares of high-skilled people than 
more established migrants, there 
are some ‘worrying’ signs in the 
group of very young migrants (both 
long-term residents and recent ar-
rivals) aged 25–29, where the share 
of those with tertiary education is 
lower than in other age groups un-
der 60 and substantially below the 
equivalent share for the EU-born. 
This highlights that children of im-
migrants often face educational 
difficulties but also might indicate 
that the increasing abundance of 
high-skilled indigenous young peo-
ple in the EU is reducing the need 
for high-skilled young migrants, 
and instead increasing the need for 
those with low skills.
Skills distribution and  8.2. 
employment rates
The skill levels of recent non-EU mi-
grants tend to be marginally worse 
than their predecessors, in that the 
shares of the low-skilled are slightly 
higher while the shares of the high-
skilled have not changed substan-
tially. This seems to be reflected in 
employment rates for recent mi-
grants which are substantially be-
low those of more established mi-
grants in most Member States, and 
for the EU* as a whole. However, the 
research literature on migrants in-
dicates that this gap also reflects a 
general improvement in the labour 
market performance of immigrants 
the longer they stay in the host 
Chart 46: Occupational composition of employment expansion,  
2000–07 in the EU* and employment of non-EU-born resident  
for seven years or less (2007) 
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Chart 49: Skill level of non-EU-born resident for seven years or less 
across EU Member States, 2007
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Chart 47: Skill level in the EU** of EU-born and non-EU-born, 2007
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Chart 48: Skill level of non-EU-born by region of origin in the EU**, 2007
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country, reflecting the fact that im-
migrants that have lived in a country 
longer have had more time to adapt, 
speak the host language and acquire 
valuable work experience. 
Although high-skilled migrants 
generally have the highest employ-
ment rates, in several countries, 
and for the EU** overall, the em-
ployment rate gap between high-
skilled recent migrants and the 
high-skilled EU-born significantly 
exceeds the employment rate gap 
between their low-skilled counter-
parts (Chart 53). Indeed, in several 
Member States, and for the EU** as 
a whole, recent low-skilled non-EU 
migrants have employment rates 
which are similar to or even bet-
ter (in the Czech Republic, Cyprus, 
Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain) 
than those of the low-skilled EU-
born. Furthermore, the better em-
ployment rates of recent non-EU 
migrants compared with the EU-
born in those countries reflect rela-
tively higher employment among 
the low- and/or medium-skilled. 
Unfavourable gaps in employment 
rates between the EU-born and immi-
grants therefore tend to increase with 
the level of education. Hence, while 
a higher level of education facilitates 
access to the labour market, problems 
of labour market integration appear 
relatively more acute, reflecting the 
fact that migrants face more difficul-
ties in making effective use of their 
human capital, or at least in having 
their qualifications recognised by po-
tential employers. OECD (2007b) simi-
larly finds that as one moves up the 
skill ladder with respect to jobs, hu-
man capital issues appear to become 
much more important, with language 
proficiency and skill transferability be-
ing the key challenges for the integra-
tion process. High-skilled migration in 
itself, except when in direct response 
to labour market shortages, does not 
seem to be an automatic guarantee 
of labour market integration without 
due attention to these issues.
Differences in skill structure generally 
explain only a limited portion of the 
differences in employment rates of 
the EU-born and non-EU-born (Chart 
54). In the more traditional immigra-
tion countries (except for Austria) the 
skill structure of the migrant popula-
tion does not explain a substantial 
part of the difference in employment 
rates. In these countries, labour mar-
ket outcomes are decidedly below 
what would be expected based on 
the skills structure of the migrant 
population alone.
Similarly, OECD (2007b) finds that dif-
ferences in the age and educational 
distribution of immigrants do not 
explain cross-country differences in 
outcomes, with immigrant employ-
ment outcomes generally worsening 
if one takes into account their age 
distribution and educational attain-
ment – that is, the employment rates 
of immigrants tend to be lower than 
would be expected on the basis of 
their age and reported educational 
attainment alone. The cross-country 
variation in outcomes therefore can-
not be explained purely by differ-
ences in the age and educational dis-
tributions of immigrants compared 
with non-immigrants.
Chart 50: High skill levels among EU-born and non-EU-born across EU 
Member States – share of population with tertiary education, 2007
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Chart 51: Skill level of EU-born and non-EU-born by age groups  
in the EU**, 2007
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Matching qualifications  8.3. 
and occupation levels
Evidence suggests that the skills of 
immigrants are underutilised and that 
they suffer from large mismatches 
between the level of jobs they hold 
and their qualifications. For example, 
OECD (2007a) highlights that immi-
grants are more likely than the native-
born to hold jobs for which they ap-
pear to be over-qualified, this being 
especially the case in Italy, Greece, 
Portugal, Spain, Austria, the Czech Re-
public and Sweden.
Dustmann (2008) offers some expla-
nation for this, reporting that it is 
frequently observed that, on entry 
to the receiving country, immigrants 
do worse than native-born workers 
with the same level of observable 
skills, this being for two main rea-
sons. First, immigrants may have 
skills that are not immediately ap-
plicable to the host country labour 
market. For instance, immigrants 
may have worked in a different in-
dustrial environment, and skills 
have to be transferred to the specif-
ics of the receiving country’s labour 
market. Secondly, immigrants often 
lack complementary skills neces-
sary to perform according to their 
full potential. For example a skilled 
immigrant may be less productive 
as long as they are not fluent in the 
host country’s spoken language, 
which is particularly important for 
highly skilled jobs. Thus, on entry, 
immigrants are likely to ‘downgrade’ 
relative to their observable skills.
However, large mismatches for mi-
grants may also be due to the prob-
lems they experience in getting 
their qualifications appropriately 
recognised. Potential employers 
often have little appreciation of 
formal qualifications obtained in 
another country and are thus un-
able to properly assess their value. 
Furthermore, in some professions, 
foreign qualifications and experi-
ence are often not fully recognised 
or accepted. In this regard it may be 
hard to reconcile EU Member States’ 
expressed desire for high-skilled 
workers and the lack of systems to 
allow for the proper and rapid rec-
ognition of migrants’ qualifications 
obtained abroad. 
The extent of migrants’  8.3.1. 
over-qualification in the EU
In the EU**, 19% of employed na-
tive-born people with a tertiary-lev-
el education are over-qualified for 
their job.64 The mismatch between 
64  The ISCO occupational classification system 
devised by the ILO can be used to establish 
linkages between levels of qualification 
qualifications and occupations is 
even more pronounced for migrant 
workers: two thirds of employed 
high-skilled recent migrants are in 
and educational levels as designated by 
the International Standard Classification 
of Education (ISCED). Education and job 
qualification levels are grouped into three 
broad categories: low, medium and high. An 
over-qualified individual is one who holds 
a job that requires lesser qualifications than 
would theoretically be available to him at his 
education level. Over-qualification rates are 
calculated for individuals with an intermediate 
or higher education. See Table 8 in Annex for 
the correspondence table.
Chart 52: High skill levels among EU-born and non-EU-born by 
detailed age groups in the EU** – share of population with tertiary 
education, 2007 
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Chart 53: Employment rates of non-EU-born resident for seven years 
or less by skill level across Member States, 2007
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jobs for which they are over-quali-
fied (although given the differences 
in education systems and formal 
qualifications between EU and third 
countries, this estimate must be tak-
en with caution). This means that, 
compared to the native-born, there 
are around three times as many 
high-skilled recent migrants who 
occupy jobs that require skills of a 
lower level than their qualifications 
would suggest (Chart 55). The differ-
ential decreases with the length of 
residence in the country, but never-
theless remains significant. 
Alongside the 66% of high-skilled re-
cent migrants, 31% of medium-skilled 
recent migrants also occupy posts 
for which they are over-qualified 
(compared to 7% of medium-skilled 
among the native-born). This trans-
lates into overall rates of over-qual-
ification (high- and medium-skilled 
combined) of around 25% for recent 
migrants, compared with 8% for the 
native-born. 
Considerable differences exist across 
Member States in this regard. Rates 
of over-qualification among migrants 
are among the highest in the south-
ern Member States of Cyprus, Spain 
and Greece, being markedly higher 
in the former two. Furthermore, in the 
new immigration countries of Cyprus, 
Portugal and Spain, together with Fin-
land, Luxembourg, the Netherlands 
and Sweden, differences between 
over-qualification for recent migrants 
and the EU-born are 15 percentage 
points or more (Chart 56). 
In southern Member States, high over-
qualification may reflect that workers 
may be ready to accept unskilled jobs 
on arrival, with the hope of subse-
quent upward professional mobility, 
as evidenced by the substantial de-
cline in over-qualification for more 
established migrants in Cyprus and 
Spain. However, in the latter countries 
these expectations may not be fully 
met in practice, as even for more es-
tablished migrants the rates of over-
qualification remain much higher 
than in most other Member States. 
In countries such as the Netherlands 
and Sweden, the situation differs in 
that the proportion of migrants enter-
ing as workers is relatively low and the 
proportion of refugees is substantial. 
These refugees are relatively highly 
skilled but face special problems aris-
ing from their status. 
Overall, therefore, while some 
countries (mainly southern Member 
States) seem to be better at getting 
migrants into work, the employ-
ment those migrants obtain is more 
likely to involve work for which 
they are over-qualified. This raises 
the question of whether in such 
countries the relatively good posi-
tion with regard to employment of 
recent immigrants is created at the 
expense of ‘bad matches’ and pre-
carious employment: at the time 
of arrival, immigrants have higher 
participation and employment 
rates than the native-born, but 
higher rates of over-qualification 
Chart 54: Difference in employment rates of EU-born and non-EU-
born, and between expected (given the skill structure of EU-born in 
that Member State) and observed employment rates of non-EU-born 
across Member States, 2007
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Chart 55: Over-qualified high- and medium-skilled and over-qualifi-
cation rates in the EU** for EU-born and non-EU-born, 2007
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and temporary contracts than in 
other Member States. OECD (2007) 
similarly reports that some coun-
tries are more successful at getting 
immigrants into employment but 
leave them at greater risk of being 
over-qualified, while others reveal a 
lower rate of immigrant over-quali-
fication but have a high rate of im-
migrant unemployment.
Inactivity among  9. 
migrants and labour 
market transitions 
Extent and gender- 9.1. 
related aspects of inactivity 
among migrants
In total, economically inactive 
people born outside of the EU ac-
count for 6% of all inactive people 
of working age in the EU*. Migrant 
women represent a larger share of 
the gender-specific inactive popu-
lation than migrant men: 7% of 
all inactive women originate from 
third countries, but only 5% of in-
active men. On average, inactiv-
ity rates of non-EU-born (39%) and 
EU-born (38%) women are similar, 
but non-EU-born men have much 
lower rates of inactivity (18%) than 
their EU-born counterparts (24%). 
Consequently, gender differences 
between inactivity levels of men 
and women are more marked for 
the non-EU-born – 15 percentage 
points among the EU-born and 21 
percentage points among the non-
EU-born (Chart 57).
Within the EU, the degree of inactiv-
ity of third country migrants varies 
considerably across Member States, 
ranging from as high as 56% in Po-
land to 18% in Portugal. In most 
southern and new Member States, 
inactivity is relatively low among 
non-EU migrants, with inactivity 
rates lower than for the EU-born pop-
ulation. In the traditional migration 
countries of Northern Europe and 
Austria, inactivity rates for migrants 
are generally higher and often well 
above those for the EU-born.
At EU* level, migrant women are 
around twice as likely to be inactive 
as migrant men. Much higher inactiv-
ity among women than men is gener-
ally observed in Member States where 
participation of non-EU-born in the la-
bour market is relatively low (Belgium, 
France, Luxembourg and the UK), but 
also in countries where there is tra-
ditionally a large gender gap even 
among the EU-born population, such 
as Greece, Italy and Spain (Chart 58). 
Reasons for inactivity  9.2. 
among migrants
The reasons for inactivity among 
people aged 15–64 clearly differs for 
non-EU migrants and EU-born (Chart 
59). Among third country migrants, 
personal and family responsibilities 
is a more important reason for be-
ing out of the labour market than 
among the EU-born (29% of inactive 
migrants are out of the labour mar-
ket for this reason), and retirement 
much less important. Addition-
ally, given the relatively large share 
of young persons among   non-EU 
Chart 56: Over-qualification rates for EU-born and non-EU-born 
across Member States, 2007
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  migrants, education or training is 
also an important reason for inac-
tivity in this group (29% of inactive 
migrants), especially so for recent 
migrants (among whom 38% of in-
active people are in education or 
training).
Migrants’ reasons for inactivity vary 
for men and women (Chart 60). 
Longer-established migrant men 
are inactive because of three main 
reasons – education or training, ill-
ness and disability and retirement 
– which altogether account for more 
than 75% of inactivity in this group. 
Among male recent migrants, in-
activity is mainly due to their par-
ticipation in education and training 
(66%). Personal and family respon-
sibilities do not feature strongly as 
reasons for inactivity either for more 
established or recent male migrants. 
In contrast, it is the dominant rea-
son for non-EU-born women to be 
inactive, accounting for 46% of re-
cent inactive female migrants and 
38% of longer-established migrant 
women. Education or training is the 
second most common reason (ac-
counting for more than a quarter of 
recent and almost one fifth of long-
er-established inactive females), al-
though much less so than for their 
male counterparts.
At the level of individual Member 
States, the reasons for inactivity re-
flect the age structure of the inactive 
migrant population. In most countries 
inactive young men and prime work-
ing-age (25-54) women account for a 
large share of this population. 
Consequently, among men, educa-
tion or training accounts for a sig-
nificant share of inactivity in most 
countries (in line with the higher 
share of inactive young people). In 
countries where inactivity of prime 
working-age people dominates, ill-
ness or disability are also relatively 
important (Denmark, the Nether-
lands and Sweden) as are unspeci-
fied other reasons (Belgium and 
the UK) (Chart 61). In other Member 
States, where the inactive migrant 
population consists predominantly 
of older people, retirement (Esto-
nia, France, Latvia and Slovenia) or 
illness or disability (Estonia) are im-
portant reasons for inactivity among 
male migrants.
In contrast with inactive migrant 
men, apart from education or train-
ing in Denmark, Sweden and Portu-
gal, retirement in the Baltic States 
and Slovenia, illness or disability in 
Denmark, Estonia and Sweden, and 
unspecified other reasons in France 
and the UK, personal or family re-
sponsibilities is the dominant reason 
for inactivity among migrant women 
(Chart 63). This may reflect cultural 
attitudes to the role of women in so-
ciety, but also raises the question of 
the accessibility to flexible working 
arrangements and care facilities for 
migrant women.
These reasons for inactivity also help 
explain the different labour market 
performances for migrants between 
northern and southern countries. For 
Chart 59: Reasons for inactivity in the EU* for EU-born  
and non-EU-born, 2007
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Chart 58: Inactivity rates for non-EU-born by gender across  
Member States, 2007
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example, compared with the south-
ern Member States of Greece, Italy, 
Portugal and Spain, much higher 
inactivity among migrants in north-
ern countries (such as Belgium, Den-
mark, the Netherlands and Sweden) 
is largely due to a much higher inci-
dence of inactivity related to illness 
or disability together with generally 
higher participation in education or 
training, especially among male 
  migrants. This may reflect at least in 
part differences in the types of wel-
fare system and the social protection 
benefits available to migrants, and the 
importance placed on the training of 
migrants, between these two groups 
of countries as well as differences in 
levels of immigration for study and 
education-related   purposes. 
Labour market transitions  9.3. 
of migrants
Looking at transitions between labour 
statuses (employment, unemploy-
ment, inactivity) between 2006 and 
200765, in the EU* as whole (exclud-
ing Bulgaria, Germany, Ireland, the 
Netherlands and Sweden) non-EU mi-
grants appear to have a slightly lower 
chance to remain in employment than 
the EU-born. Transition rates from 
employment to unemployment and 
from employment to inactivity are 
both lower for the EU-born (2% and 
3.1% respectively) than for the non-
EU-born (4.3% and 3.6%). 
In particular, recent non-EU migrants 
face the highest risks of dropping out 
of employment: 5.5% of the previous-
ly employed (5.5% for men and 5.6% 
for women) become unemployed and 
another 4.2% (2.5% for men and 6.5% 
for women) become inactive within a 
year (Chart 63). The principal reasons 
for recent migrants leaving employ-
ment and transiting into inactivity 
are personal or family responsibilities 
(30%) together with other unspecified 
reasons (35%), which probably include 
issues such as expiration of work per-
mits or completion of temporary work 
contracts (Table 5).
65  Based on 2007 LFS results for the year 2007 
and the variable referring to the situation with 
regard to activity one year before the survey
However, recent migrants’ reduced 
employment stability is partially off-
set by higher rates of movement from 
unemployment and inactivity into 
employment. These higher dynamics 
of transitions into and out of employ-
ment for recent migrants highlights 
their role in increasing the flexibility 
of EU labour markets. 15% of inactive 
recent non-EU-born migrants enter 
employment within a year compared 
with just 10% of inactive EU-born and 
8% of more established non-EU-born 
migrants. Furthermore, more impres-
sively half of unemployed recent non-
EU-born migrants find employment 
within a year, compared with a third 
of unemployed EU-born and more 
established non-EU-born migrants. 
Unemployed recent migrants are also 
less likely to become inactive: only 
22% of them (16% for men and 29% 
for women) exit the labour market 
within a year, compared with 29% of 
the EU-born and 25% of the more es-
tablished non-EU migrants. 
However, despite higher flows from 
unemployment and inactivity into em-
ployment, recent non-EU migrants are 
more likely to drop out of the labour 
force altogether. Driven by relatively 
higher transitions from employment 
into inactivity, 7% of the labour force 
of recent migrants becomes inactive 
within a year, compared with less than 
Chart 60: Reasons for inactivity for non-EU-born by gender  
in the EU*, 2007
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Chart 61: Reasons for inactivity for non-EU-born men across Member 
States, 2007
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6% of the EU-born or more established 
migrants. Nevertheless, the closer 
similarity of transitions of longer-
established migrants to those of the 
EU-born confirm that the longer third 
country migrants reside in the EU, the 
more their labour market behaviour 
converges to that of the EU-born. 
Migrants’ transition rates between 
economic statuses show considerable 
variation across Member States (Table 
6). For longer-established migrants, 
rates of moving out of employment 
range from 8–10% in Austria, Bel-
gium, France and Spain to around 5% 
in Italy, Portugal and the UK, and be-
low 4% in Greece. For recent  migrants, 
this rate goes from over 20% in France 
to 2.5% in Greece. Rates of moving 
from unemployment and inactiv-
ity to employment vary even more. 
Among longer-established migrants, 
just 18% of the unemployed move 
into employment within a year in 
Belgium – a much lower rate than in 
other Member States – while the rate 
is also relatively low in France (27%). 
In contrast, almost half of the unem-
ployed longer-established migrants 
in Spain find a job within a year. Simi-
larly, only 7% of inactive longer-estab-
lished migrants in Belgium and 5% 
in France enter employment within 
a year, compared with around 15% 
or more of inactive migrants in Aus-
tria, Denmark and Spain. Transition 
rates among recent migrants indicate 
much higher dynamics. Rates of leav-
ing unemployment to enter employ-
ment range from 30% in Belgium to 
around 60% or more in Portugal and 
Spain, and for transiting from inactiv-
ity to employment from below 13% in 
Belgium, France and Italy to over 20% 
in Denmark, Portugal and the UK. 
These comparisons of transition rates 
between statuses tend to suggest that 
in certain countries, in particular Bel-
gium and France, the labour market is 
not very accommodating or dynamic 
for migrants, in that they are retained 
less in employment and find it harder 
to get into employment when out of 
work. The risk of moving out of em-
ployment is higher than in most other 
Member States, and the chances of 
entering work are much lower. In con-
trast, the labour market for migrants 
in countries such as Portugal and the 
UK appears more dynamic and ac-
commodating, with migrants more 
likely to remain in employment, and 
with the probability of unemployed 
or inactive migrants entering work 
being much higher than average.
Chart 63: Transitions between labour statuses in the EU* for EU-born 
and non-EU-born aged 15–64, between 2006 and 2007
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Chart 62: Reasons for inactivity for non-EU-born  
women across Member States, 2007
%
 
o
f
 
n
o
n
-
E
U
-
b
o
r
n
 
w
o
m
e
n
 
a
g
e
d
 
1
5
–
6
4
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
BE EL NL LU IT FR UK DK AT EU* SE FI CZ SI ES LV EE PT CY
(5) Other
(4) Retirement
Rest (3) Education or training
(2) Personal/family responsibilities
(1) Illness or disability
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: EU* excludes BG, DE and IE. Data for reasons for BE and DK (4), FR (1), CY (1, 3, 5), LV (3, 5), LU and FI (3), SI 
(2–3, 5) uncertain due to small sample size. Data not available or reliable for countries which are not shown. The 
‘Rest’ category includes reasons among categories 1–5 which were not publishable separately.91
Chapter 2: The labour market situation and impact of recent third country migrants
Factors affecting  10. 
migrant labour market 
performance
The preceding results and various 
studies have shown that in most 
Member States non-EU-born immi-
grants have difficulties integrating 
into the labour market, despite the 
fact that employment is the most 
important enabler of integration into 
host country societies. In many EU 
countries, immigrants face impedi-
ments with respect to access to the 
labour market. Dayton-Johnson et al. 
(2007) report that in many, the main 
impediments immigrants face are 
labour market rigidities, incomplete 
recognition of qualifications and/or 
skills acquired outside of the EU, and 
discrimination.
Nevertheless, results indicate that im-
migrant outcomes can be more fa-
vourable than those of the EU-born for 
migrants from certain regions of origin 
and in certain host countries, although 
this could also be interpreted as partly 
being the consequence of a relatively 
poor labour market performance of 
nationals in certain countries. Based 
on a review of the existing research 
in this area, in particular recent OECD 
studies (see for example OECD, 2007b), 
the following sections provide an over-
view of some of the key factors which 
affect the labour market integration of 
third-country migrants, including is-
sues such as the channels for entry in 
national immigration systems, restric-
tions on labour market access, support 
schemes at entry and discrimination.
National immigration,  10.1. 
integration and labour market 
access systems 
Member States differ widely according 
to the importance given to the various 
entry channels for immigration and 
this can play a key role in explaining 
the variation in migrants’ labour mar-
ket outcomes across Member States, 
especially for recently arrived mi-
grants. Indeed, the category of migra-
tion (e.g. labour, family, humanitarian) 
and related administrative status (e.g. 
the duration and conditionality of the 
residence permit) is a key predictor of 
labour market outcomes. 
In this context, legal status at entry 
and access rights to the labour mar-
ket (and other areas)66 are crucial fac-
tors in understanding the variation in 
migrants’ labour market integration 
across Member States. Depending on 
their status, migrants can face specific 
obstacles in accessing or remaining 
on the labour market, or accessing so-
cial protection (especially in countries 
where they more often work in the 
informal sector) or services that are 
key for integrating into society (e.g. 
social services, housing and financial 
services). 
For example, if under existing policies 
and integration systems there are im-
portant delays or restrictions on access 
to the labour market for asylum seek-
ers and family members of migrants 
with residence rights, it is only to be 
expected that countries with greater 
emphasis on labour immigration dis-
play better labour market indicators 
for their migrant populations. Indeed, 
as expected, there is a strong correla-
tion across Member States between 
the share of the foreign-born popula-
66  Access to employment, health, housing 
and welfare services is often determined by 
immigration status.
Table 5: Reasons for inactivity in the EU* in 2007 by working status in 2006
  Reasons for inactivity in 2007
Labour  
status in 
2006
Illness/
disability
Other 
personal/
family 
responsi-
bilities
Education 
or  
training
Retire-
ment
Belief 
there is 
no work
Other
Total population 15–64
Employed 11.3 19.6 7.6 30.9 5.9 24.8
Unemployed 10.3 20.4 5.2 3.4 27.8 32.9
Inactive 11.5 16.9 39.6 19.7 2.1 10.2
EU-born
Employed 11.4 18.9 7.5 32.2 6.0 24.1
Unemployed 10.2 20.4 5.1 3.4 28.8 32.1
Inactive 11.7 16.2 39.9 20.0 2.1 10.0
Native-born
Employed 11.3 18.8 7.6 32.5 6.1 23.8
Unemployed 10.2 20.4 5.1 3.4 28.9 31.9
Inactive 11.8 16.0 40.3 19.9 2.1 10.0
Other EU-born
Employed 15.1 20.9 (5.7) 22.8 : 33.1
Unemployed (9.7) 20.1 : : 24.6 37.1
Inactive 7.7 27.3 23.9 25.5 2.1 13.5
Non-EU-born
Employed 10.3 30.4 9.1 11.1 (4.3) 34.8
Unemployed 12.1 19.9 (5.7) (3.1) 13.5 45.8
Inactive 7.4 32.6 32.9 11.9 2.2 13.0
Non-EU-born resident > 7 years
Employed 11.5 25.8 (7.1) 16.5 : 36.1
Unemployed 15.2 14.5 (5.4) : 13.9 47.2
Inactive 10.5 30.2 26.3 20.0 2.4 10.5
Non-EU-born resident ≤ 7 years
Employed (7.7) 37.7 (11.9) : : 33.1
Unemployed : 28.9 : : (13.1) 44.0
Inactive 2.7 36.3 41.6 (1.3) 1.9 16.2
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: BG, DE, IE, NL and SE excluded. ‘:’ data not reliable. Data in brackets uncertain due to small sample size.92
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tion67 resident for three years or less 
and in employment and the share of 
permanent-type migrants who ar-
rived in 2005 for employment-related 
reasons (Chart 65). This highlights 
that particular efforts are necessary 
to ease integration of newly arriving 
family members in society and the la-
bour market.
At the same time, differences in mi-
grants’ labour market outcomes 
across countries also appear to reflect 
variation in migrant populations who 
are inactive due to participation in ed-
ucation and training, perhaps in turn 
reflecting differences in immigration 
for study-related reasons. Countries 
with large gaps in employment rates 
between the EU-born and recent third 
country migrants tend to be those 
with relatively high shares of (eco-
nomically inactive) students among 
67  Covering both third country and other EU 
migrants.
recent working-age migrants com-
pared with the EU-born, such as the 
northern Member States (Chart 65).
Even those migrants who enter for 
purposes of work face variation across 
Member States in the strictness of the 
work-permit restrictions placed on 
them. For example, work permits are 
frequently related to a specific work 
position and employer. Furthermore, 
despite evidence that immigrants are 
more mobile and reactive to employ-
ment opportunities, and thus have a 
higher potential to ease inefficiencies 
due to the regional disparities within 
the EU, they are not allowed to move 
freely between national labour markets 
in the EU. Reflection on how to facilitate 
the mobility of third-country workers 
would appear to be warranted. 
Münz et al. (2007b) similarly argue 
that due to the fact that immigrants 
are more mobile and efficient in tak-
ing advantage of employment oppor-
tunities, they have greater potential 
to meet shortages due to the regional 
mismatch within and between EU 
Member States. Enhanced intra-EU 
mobility of third-country workers 
would allow them to truly act as sub-
stitutes for non-mobile EU workers. 
The authors, thus, consider that grant-
ing free mobility (i.e. labour market 
access in all EU Member States to third 
country nationals who are long-term 
residents) could help establish a bet-
ter integrated EU labour market that 
enhances its flexibility and thus the 
competitiveness of the EU economy.
National welfare and  10.2. 
labour market institutions
Results shown previously indicate 
that high levels of inactivity among 
migrants in certain northern Member 
States is specifically related to illness 
or disability, implying a link to the 
relative generosity of welfare systems 
and the types of benefit available. Re-
search also suggests that the combi-
nation of different immigration and 
welfare regimes accounts to a large 
extent for the varying employment 
opportunities for migrant women 
across Member States (Baldwin-Ed-
wards, 2002; Adsera and Chiswick, 
2004). Biffl (2008) also highlights that 
welfare models and social systems are 
important factors in explaining labour 
market integration, especially for mi-
grant women.
As pointed out in Commission 
Communication COM(2007) 780 
(European Commission, 2007e), re-
stricting access to social rights and 
training can be an obstacle to la-
bour market integration: full access 
to social protection and lifelong 
learning offer the best results. For 
example, newcomers are often not 
entitled to unemployment bene-
fits, which may limit their access to 
some labour market programmes 
designed to help people into work. 
The recently adopted proposal for 
a framework directive laying down 
a common set of rights for third 
country workers legally residing in 
Member States could be important 
in this respect.
Table 6: Transitions of non-EU-born between labour market statuses 
between 2006 and 2007 in selected Member States
 Employed Unemployed Inactive
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Non-EU born resident > 7 years
BE 91.2 5.2 3.6 18.4 46.4 35.2 7.2 7.7 85.0
DK 92.1 (3.8) (4.1) (34) (25.3) 40.7 16.7 (5.2) 78.1
EL 96.4 2.5 : (21.5) 62.8 (15.7) (3.8) (3.7) 92.5
ES 90.3 5.9 3.7 45.4 30.4 24.3 14.8 10.2 75.0
FR 91.8 4.1 4.0 27.0 49.9 23.0 4.8 4.4 90.7
IT 95.1 2.5 2.4 40.0 24.9 35.1 8.0 4.9 87.1
AT 90.3 4.7 5.0 37.6 30.9 31.5 15.8 (4.4) 79.8
PT 94.9 3.8 : 42.7 51.1 : 9.5 : 86.4
UK 94.7 2.2 3.1 40.4 44.2 15.4 9.0 5.3 85.7
EU* 93.0 3.7 3.3 33.3 41.5 25.2 8.5 5.4 86.2
Non-EU born resident ≤  7 years
BE 82.6 12.4 : (30.2) 44.3 (25.5) 12.8 13.6 73.5
DK 89.4 : : (35.9) : (46.9) 25.4 (6.9) 67.7
EL 97.5 : : : 55.8 : : : 91.0
ES 90.9 5.5 3.5 67.3 20.0 12.8 17.1 11.2 71.7
FR 76.7 14.5 8.9 37.1 36.0 26.9 12.8 8.7 78.5
IT 93.9 3.1 3.1 44.7 26.0 29.3 7.2 6.6 86.2
AT 85.3 (6.7) 7.9 36.5 (25.3) 38.2 16.3 (6.7) 77.1
PT 92.9 5.2 : 59.1 : : 21.7 : 69.1
UK 92.1 3.2 4.7 51.7 31.4 16.9 20.7 7.2 72.1
EU* 90.3 5.5 4.2 50.3 27.7 22.0 15.4 8.7 76.0
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: EU* excludes BG, DE, IE, NL and SE. ‘:’ data not reliable. Data in brackets uncertain due to small sample size.93
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Coppel (2001) considers that special 
care is required to avoid undesirable 
impacts as a result of interactions 
with other labour and product mar-
ket policies. For example, minimum 
wages set too high, or excessively 
restrictive employment protection 
legislation, could increase the level 
of structural unemployment and 
make it especially difficult for new 
entrants in the labour market to 
find work. Münz (2007b) similarly 
suggests that instruments aiming 
to protect workers, such as dismiss-
al protection and rigid wages, may 
only reduce the effect of immigra-
tion on native workers in the short 
run. In the long run, they are likely 
to aggravate the negative impact 
of immigration on equilibrium na-
tive employment, in so far as these 
instruments tend to reduce overall 
employment. 
Immigrant  10.3. 
naturalisation 
There are indications that naturali-
sation can have a positive effect on 
migrants’ labour market outcomes 
especially in certain Member States 
such as Belgium, Denmark, France, 
the Netherlands and Sweden (Chart 
66). Employment rates for non-EU-
born populations are generally 
higher than the rates for non-EU na-
tionals of the same origin, the latter 
excluding the naturalised migrants. 
The differences are particularly 
marked for migrants from certain 
regions of origin. Indeed, for Turk-
ish migrants this is true through-
out the EU*, most significantly in 
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Swe-
den and the UK. For North Africans 
the differences are most visible in 
Belgium, France, the Netherlands 
and the UK. Especially large posi-
tive effects are also observed in 
most main immigration countries 
for migrants from Sub-Saharan Af-
rica, the Near and Middle East, and 
South and South East Asia. These 
migrant groups from low- and me-
dium-income countries are gener-
ally also those that have the great-
est difficulties in achieving labour 
market integration. 
Münz (2007a) reports that the analy-
sis of LFS data makes clear that immi-
grants who do not naturalise within 
the first 10–15 years are especially 
likely to remain in low-skill and low-
paid employment. The analysis for Eu-
rope shows the importance of citizen-
ship for the process of integration. He 
finds that in the EU-15 countries which 
in the past received immigrants from 
the Southern and/or Eastern Mediter-
ranean, the immigrants born in Turkey 
and the Maghreb68 have higher em-
68  Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia.
ployment rates than Algerian, Moroc-
can, Tunisian and Turkish nationals liv-
ing in those EU-15 countries. He states 
this can be interpreted as a result of 
particularly exclusionary mechanisms 
in these countries’ labour markets 
affecting foreign nationals more ad-
versely than naturalised citizens. But 
such discrepancies are almost non-
existent when comparing immigrants 
from other EU Member States as well 
as North America and Australia with 
nationals of the same regions living in 
the EU-15. 
Chart 64 : Employment rates for non-EU-born migrants resident 
for three years or less versus share of migrants who arrived for 
employment-related reasons in 2005
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Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data and and OECD SOPEMI (2007a).
Chart 65: Employment rate gaps between the EU-born and  
non-EU-born migrants resident for seven years or less versus 
differences in respective shares of working-age population  
inactive due to education or training, 2007
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He concludes that citizenship is im-
portant for immigrants from middle- 
and low-income countries, with those 
who naturalise better integrated into 
the workforce. There is, however, no 
simple causality. On the one hand, 
naturalisation may help in gaining 
access to certain segments of the la-
bour market and reducing discrimi-
nation. On the other hand, successful 
economic integration of immigrants 
makes it more likely that they become 
citizens of the receiving country.
OECD (2008) similarly reports that 
naturalised immigrants generally 
have better labour market outcomes 
than foreign nationals, even after con-
trolling for other factors such as edu-
cation, country of origin and length 
of stay. For example, naturalisation 
opens access to public sector jobs. But 
its impact is also seen in other sectors, 
since doubts by employers or immi-
grants themselves about the duration 
of permits, and more generally about 
the eventual length of stay, may ham-
per labour market integration. Em-
ployers may also take naturalisation 
as sign of a positive commitment to 
integration and/or motivation.
Country or region of  10.4. 
origin (cultural distance)
At EU* level, migrants from East Asia, 
North Africa, the Near and Middle 
East, and Turkey have worse labour 
market outcomes than migrants 
from other regions. In line with the 
results reported earlier (see section 
6.2.4), the OECD (2007b) finds that 
part of the cross-country differences 
in employment and unemployment 
rates among immigrants reflects 
variations in the composition of im-
migrant populations, in particular by 
country of origin. They also suggest 
that significant country-of-origin ef-
fects for women are not very surpris-
ing given that many immigrant wom-
en come from countries where their 
participation in the labour market is 
more limited, and adaptation to the 
participation behaviour of women in 
host countries may not be immedi-
ate, if it occurs at all.
Proficiency in host  10.5. 
country language
Proficiency in the host country lan-
guage is arguably the most impor-
tant element with respect to integra-
tion. Most Member States consider 
basic knowledge of the host society 
language as an essential element of 
integration, with many focusing their 
integration strategies on introduction 
programmes including (sometimes 
compulsory) language courses for 
new arrivals. Several studies find that 
migrants’ outcomes are best when 
language acquisition is linked with 
work experience.
However, immigrants do not all have 
the same needs for language train-
ing, nor are those needs the same in 
all countries. For example, some na-
tionals of new EU Member States who 
have settled in the UK or Ireland have 
relatively high skill levels and a good 
knowledge of English. Likewise, in 
France many newcomers are French 
speakers. Furthermore, proficiency 
in the host country language may be 
less of an issue for lower-skilled em-
ployment. Some jobs in the labour 
market do not require significant lan-
guage proficiency and can be held by 
immigrants with modest proficiency 
levels. The high employment rates 
in Southern Europe for recent immi-
grants would seem to bear this out.
Skill levels and  10.6. 
problems with recognition 
of migrants’ qualifications 
obtained abroad
On average most third country mi-
grants to the EU (around 80%) tend to 
be low- or medium-skilled, while only 
one in five is high-skilled. In general 
labour market outcomes are better, 
the higher the skill level. However, 
evidence suggests that differences in 
skill structure only partly explain the 
differences in employment rates of 
the EU-born and the non-EU-born. As 
shown earlier (section 8), a central is-
sue for integration is that of the trans-
ferability of skills and qualifications 
acquired in the country of origin to 
the host country and the matching of 
migrants’ skill levels to the jobs they 
hold. Qualifications and work experi-
ence earned in origin countries are not 
easily recognised by many employers, 
highlighting a need to establish com-
mon standards for the recognition of 
qualifications held by immigrants.
Chart 66: Differences between employment rates of non-EU-born 
compared with non-EU nationals in selected Member States, 2007
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Importance of early  10.7. 
labour market entry for 
longer-term outcomes
Results reported above tend to sug-
gest that the relative performance 
across Member States in terms of the 
ease and rapidity of integrating recent 
migrants into employment has effects 
which persist into their longer-term 
outcomes. OECD (2007b) reports that 
when immigrants arrive during ad-
verse economic conditions, they take 
longer to find work and this weakens 
their longer-term integration pros-
pects. Furthermore, they indicate that 
in contrast to work experience gained 
in the country of origin, which tends to 
be almost entirely discounted, experi-
ence gained in the host country seems 
to be highly regarded by employers. 
In this context, early labour market ac-
cess appears to be a key determinant 
of long-term labour market success.
This finding would argue in favour 
of ensuring immediate access to 
labour markets for categories of mi-
grants other than labour migrants, 
which would also reduce immi-
grants’ needs to draw on social as-
sistance. Indeed, Dayton-Johnson et 
al. (2007) and Munch (2008) argue 
that European countries must pro-
vide fair and equal access to the la-
bour market at the earliest point in 
the immigration experience for all 
migrants and their family members 
(including asylum seekers who do 
not enter irregularly, after a reason-
able waiting period), and similarly 
early access to the educational sys-
tem and to specialised language 
and other classes.
Information  10.8. 
asymmetries and migrants’ 
knowledge of labour market 
functioning
Many immigrants may arrive with 
little or no knowledge of the host 
country society and in particular of 
how the local labour market func-
tions. In this regard, introductory pro-
grammes which cover these aspects 
may prove particularly useful. Fur-
thermore, immigrants often have few 
contacts with potential employers, 
which complicates the task of finding 
work, and may require assistance in 
building relevant networks. Finally, 
programmes that enable employers 
to see what immigrant workers can 
do ‘on the job’ tend to be effective 
in ensuring continued employment. 
Hence providing support for enter-
prise-based training and temporary 
employment as initial paths for mi-
grants to enter the labour market ap-
pears to be important.
Discrimination  10.9. 
One key issue affecting migrants is 
discrimination. Discriminatory hir-
ing practices undoubtedly exist. An 
ILO-sponsored and innovative large-
scale experimental test of hiring 
procedures carried out in a number 
of OECD countries in recent years 
suggests the existence of significant 
discriminatory behaviour by employ-
ers.69 This would seem to highlight 
a need to further strengthen anti-
discrimination and anti-racism laws 
and/or the enforcement of existing 
ones. Diversity management – mak-
ing staff at work and management 
level appreciate the benefits of work-
ing with migrants and getting them 
used to doing so – is also receiving 
increasing attention.
However, discrimination in the labour 
market is probably simply a particu-
lar manifestation of general attitudes 
within Member States with regard to 
immigrants (Box 2), which will clearly 
impact on migrants’ labour market 
outcomes. In a recent study, Rudiger 
(2008) highlights that the ability of 
European companies to attract highly 
skilled people from overseas might 
be reduced by negative public per-
ceptions if governments fail to make 
a convincing case for immigration of 
skilled migrants. It warns that Europe 
could lose out in the global competi-
tion for talent if it does not persuade 
migrants they will be welcomed and 
will fail to attract sufficient numbers of 
highly skilled workers in sectors such 
69  Results from the testing programmes are 
highlighted on the following website:
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/protection/
migrant/equality/discrimination/evidence.htm
as finance, engineering, scientific re-
search, IT, education and health care. 
Consequently, public debate on mi-
gration should be balanced, to avoid 
encouraging discriminatory attitudes 
in society in general and undesirable 
effects on the labour market.96
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Box 2: Public attitudes to migrants
Unsuccessful integration may be the result of ‘unwelcoming’ attitudes to immigrants, which may in turn be reinforced 
by the social problems linked to their poor integration. This situation may make it politically unacceptable to receive 
more immigrants. Eurobarometer survey results indicate that, on average, only 40% of EU citizens feel that immigrants 
contribute a lot to their country, while a majority of citizens (52%) do not agree with this statement. However, there are 
significant differences across countries (Chart 67). While 79% of Swedes and two thirds of Portuguese have a positive 
opinion of immigrants’ contribution to society, only 12% of Slovaks hold this view. In general, citizens in the old Mem-
ber States are more positive about migrants’ contribution than those in the new Member States. 
Chart 67: Shares of population who consider that immigrants contribute a lot to the host country, 2007
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Source: Eurobarometer (2007a).
Dustmann and Glitz (2005) provide an analysis of public perceptions on the way immigration affects wages and em-
ployment. The results suggest large differences in responses according to educational background, with the lower-
educated consistently overestimating the negative effects of immigration, including its impact on wages and em-
ployment as well as on the size of stocks of immigrants. There is also a wide diversity in responses across European 
countries, some of which are associated with differences in the unemployment rates, GDP per capita and the number 
of past asylum applications. The report concludes that factual knowledge about immigration is very low, which may 
give rise to exaggerated arguments against immigration. Furthermore, policy is likely to react to voters’ subjective per-
ceptions which are based on these low levels of factual knowledge. It is therefore essential to highlight more strongly 
the results of quantitative research on immigration-related issues and to bring more factual information on immigra-
tion to the attention of the public.
Immigrants with jobs are more closely bonded to their host society. Equally, employed migrants contribute to a posi-
tive public image of immigrants (i.e. as hard-working, rather than as a drain on public resources). However, in a recent 
Eurobarometer survey on discrimination in the EU, most EU citizens acknowledged that foreigners would stand less 
chance of getting a job or traineeship, even with the same level of qualifications as other candidates70 (Chart 68). On 
average in the EU, 58% of people thought that foreigners would be less likely to be successful compared with native-
born workers of the country. Countries with the highest shares of respondents expecting foreigners would be less likely 
were Belgium, Finland, France, the Netherlands and Sweden, all with rates over 70%. As shown earlier, these are among 
the Member States with the largest gaps in employment rates between migrants and the EU-born. Discrimination not 
only hinders labour market performance of immigrants, but by decreasing returns to human capital lowers their incen-
tive to invest in host-country-specific human capital, which in turn results in lower labour market performance.
70  The question posed was ‘Would you say that, with equivalent qualifications or diplomas, a foreigner would be less likely, as likely or more likely 
than a national to get a job, be accepted for training or be promoted?’97
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Recent  11. 
developments in 
Member States’ 
migration and 
integration policies 
Migration policies 11.1. 
Member States have varying immigra-
tion needs, due to their different eco-
nomic situations, demographic pros-
pects, social standards and historical 
ties. As a result, their policies on man-
aging immigration also vary greatly, 
leading to inconsistencies and a lack of 
coordination at EU level. Moreover, na-
tional immigration policies clearly have 
an impact beyond national borders and 
actions taken in one Member State can 
rapidly have an impact on others.
The very diverse experiences of im-
migration across Member States of-
fers opportunities for mutual learning 
about migration-related policies. To an 
extent, such mutual learning is already 
taking place. As for the wider context in 
which the integration process should 
take place, some Member States have 
opted for ’multi-culturalism’ – the ac-
ceptance of diversity - while others 
prefer a ’melting-pot’ approach which 
aims to forge a common national 
identity. Both models have come into 
question recently, with ongoing exper-
imentation combining aspects of one 
model with those of the other. 
Existing migration policies have been 
shaped by domestic considerations 
and consequently no two systems are 
alike. Nonetheless, it is possible to dis-
tinguish five common features shared 
across EU countries. These are: 
acceptance of foreigners to visit  • 
for a short period of time for busi-
ness or tourism purposes
rules which allow spouses and  • 
close relatives of citizens to enter 
the country on a permanent basis 
(family reunion)
the possibility for individuals who  • 
claim social and political persecu-
tion in their country to apply for 
asylum (asylum seekers)
mechanisms for individuals to en- • 
ter largely for the purpose of em-
ployment (labour migration) 
naturalisation rules which enable  • 
foreign citizens to acquire national 
citizenship. 
There are several discernible trends 
among EU Member States towards, on 
the one hand, increasingly selective 
immigration policies and, on the other 
hand, tightening of criteria for grant-
ing refugee status and allowing family 
reunification, in an attempt to shift the 
balance towards immigrants with skills 
and education and away from asylum 
seekers and family members. 
In this context, there is growing em-
phasis on labour migration and the 
selection of migrants for employment. 
Given the high levels of employment 
already reached by skilled EU nation-
als, the recruitment of third country 
migrants increasingly seems to be 
the main way of responding to the 
growing demand for medium- and 
high-skilled labour. At the same time, 
Europe has a continuing demand for 
low-skilled labour. 
The selection of immigrants for em-
ployment is mainly geared towards 
two main areas: 
the recruitment of highly skilled  • 
migrants to attract or retain these 
workers, mostly for permanent mi-
gration
the recourse to temporary, often  • 
seasonal, low-skilled immigrants in 
order to alleviate labour shortages 
– an issue of concern in a number 
of Member States, in particular in 
Southern European countries. 
Member States tend to favour tempo-
rary immigration for the low-skilled 
and reserve permanent residence for 
the highly skilled foreign workers.
Chart 68: Shares of respondents saying that, with equivalent qualifications or diplomas, a foreigner would 
be less likely than a national to get a job, be accepted for training or be promoted (2006)
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Integration policies 11.2. 
Integration measures emphasise all 
the stages in the process from the re-
ception of first-generation immigrants 
to access to citizenship. Member States 
are already converging towards provid-
ing some specific measures, although 
with varying degrees of sophistication, 
resources and success, such as basic 
language training, vocationally orient-
ed, practical information on employ-
ment and immigration rights, guid-
ance on government and community 
institutions, and advice on how to gain 
access to essential services.
Several Member States are in the proc-
ess of establishing comprehensive 
approaches to immigration. These ad-
dress the integration of migrants, to-
gether with actions to combat illegal 
immigration, in conjunction with de-
veloping a legal immigration frame-
work which is responsive to labour 
market shortages.71 Regarding poli-
cies for integration specifically in the 
labour market, measures to strength-
en this aspect – including education 
and training, more effective systems 
to recognise qualifications, fighting 
against discrimination in the work-
place and promoting employment for 
immigrant women – are increasingly 
implemented. 
As an example of recent actions tak-
en, several Member States now of-
fer specific training measures and 
language courses to migrants, with 
activation measures coupled with 
support from employment services 
specifically aimed at this group. Wage 
subsidy schemes for employment 
of migrants and their descendants 
have been introduced in Sweden and 
Denmark. Some Member States with 
large shares of immigrants (for exam-
ple France and the UK) are launching 
specific programmes in geographi-
cal areas with high concentrations of 
migrants. In a number of countries, 
immigration is seen as an important 
element in answering labour market 
needs (for example especially in Ire-
land and Spain), while some Member 
71  The ‘Strategic plan for Citizenship and 
Integration 2007–2010’.
States are planning to develop meas-
ures to attract highly skilled migrants 
and to simplify the procedures for 
work and residence permits in sectors 
with labour shortages. 
Regarding opportunities for mutual 
learning from recent experiences, 
OECD (2007b) reports that although 
in recent years the southern Member 
States appear to have better labour 
market outcomes for immigrants, the 
specificities of the situation in these 
countries prevent any general policy 
conclusions. Outcomes were favour-
able from the beginning of large-
scale immigration, and it is difficult to 
argue that successful integration poli-
cies have made a difference in these 
countries, both because migration is 
a recent phenomenon and largely ir-
regular in nature and because little 
existed in the way of formal integra-
tion or introduction programmes. 
Furthermore, recent initiatives in this 
regard in Southern Europe have not 
yet had to deal with difficult labour 
market conditions.
Future analysis and  12. 
research
Apart from the need for more research 
on best practices in better steering 
migration flows towards specific skill 
structures and better integration of 
migrants in society and labour mar-
kets while minimising the related 
costs and social burden, the following 
sections highlight other specific issues 
and opportunities for further research 
in the area of migration.
2008 LFS ad hoc  12.1. 
module on the labour market 
situation of migrants and 
their immediate descendants
In the context of the political debate 
on managing immigration to increase 
EU labour supply, it is crucial to have 
access to accurate data on the labour 
market participation and situation 
of migrants and their immediate de-
scendants, and on the factors affect-
ing their integration. For the time 
  being, there is insufficient accurate 
and comparable data at EU level on 
these aspects. The results from the 
2008 LFS module72 will constitute an 
important source of information, be-
ing extremely relevant and useful 
for policy fields central to the issue 
of labour migration. When available, 
the module results should allow for a 
more thorough examination of the la-
bour market situation of migrants and 
also of their immediate descendants. 
In particular, the 2008 LFS module 
contains specific variables that will en-
able potential groups of interest to be 
examined, including the children of 
migrants and groups of migrants ac-
cording to reason for migration. Fur-
thermore, the data to be provided on 
migration experiences should allow 
for better analysis on the integration 
in and adaptation to the host country 
labour market and factors affecting 
integration/adaptation. It will cover 
specific labour-market-related issues 
of particular relevance for migrants, 
such as access to the labour market 
and participation in labour market 
integration and training programmes. 
In addition, it should enable more de-
tailed analysis of such issues as the 
extent and effect of labour market 
access restrictions and the possibility 
to be mobile in the labour market; ac-
cess to and use of employment servic-
es; recognition of skills and qualifica-
tions; and participation in professional 
labour market training or measures to 
assist in labour market integration. 
Information from the module should 
provide the basis for a better under-
standing of the variation in migrants’ 
labour market outcomes across Mem-
ber States, in particular the true im-
pediment to integration of some of 
the main factors commonly cited as 
barriers for migrants (e.g. lack of rec-
ognition of skills/qualifications, lack of 
support measures at entry, etc.). 
72  European Commission (2007i).99
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Situation of  12.2. 
descendants of migrants
In a longer-term perspective, and 
given the increasing evidence that 
migrants’ children also face difficulties 
in integrating into the labour market, 
further analysis should be carried out 
not only on migrants but also on their 
immediate descendants. Children of 
immigrants are in a different situation 
from their parents in that they have 
grown up in the host country and have 
most likely been through the host 
country education system. Yet, they 
are potentially faced with the same 
problems linked to discrimination, so-
cio-economic characteristics, and to a 
lesser extent cultural background. In 
this context, evidence shows that chil-
dren of immigrants often face educa-
tional difficulties and this could be a 
main reason for the difficulties they 
encounter in accessing the labour 
market, as highlighted in the recently 
adopted Green Paper on Migration 
and mobility: challenges and oppor-
tunities for EU education systems (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2008c).
Collecting information on migrants’ 
descendants is important in the con-
text of the ageing of society. As attract-
ing new migrants to the labour market 
is considered as one way of helping to 
alleviate the long-term effects of de-
mographic ageing, it is also important 
to have data about the labour market 
participation of their descendants to 
guide assumptions on to what extent 
attracting new migrants will have an 
effect in the long run. Such data is also 
important from a social inclusion per-
spective, where some data suggests 
that children of migrants also have 
more difficulties in accessing the la-
bour market and face discriminatory 
barriers. Data from the 2008 LFS mod-
ule will provide an opportunity to ex-
amine these issues in detail.
Return and onward  12.3. 
migration
Return and onward migration can be 
substantial in certain Member States 
and will affect the results obtained 
from examining stocks of migrants 
who remain in the host country. This 
will confound overall measures of the 
economic situation and impact of 
third country migrants, and is an area 
which needs further research and im-
proved availability of data. For exam-
ple, if many high-skilled immigrants 
leave the host country after a period 
of time, the overall composition of 
migrant cohorts who entered at the 
same time will be affected, most likely 
through worse aggregate labour mar-
ket outcomes for the remaining stock 
of migrants. 
Summary and  13. 
conclusions
Immigration from third countries is 
an important political issue at both 
EU and Member State level. Against 
a background of ageing European 
societies and growing labour market 
needs, demand for immigration is set 
to increase over coming decades. In-
creased immigration provides several 
opportunities – in particular:
to alleviate the effects of popula- • 
tion ageing (although providing 
no long-term solution, as it is not 
realistic to expect it to fully com-
pensate for the impact of demo-
graphic trends);
to help deal with labour and skill  • 
shortages, especially for highly 
skilled workers and in specific are-
as such as the construction, health, 
hotels and restaurants, and domes-
tic services and care sectors, which 
are already heavily dependent on 
labour supply of immigrants;
and more generally to fuel eco- • 
nomic growth. 
Nonetheless, it also brings challeng-
es, especially regarding development 
of appropriate integration policies. 
Given that access to employment is 
one of the main conditions for suc-
cessful integration of third country 
nationals into society, this chapter has 
focused on the relative labour market 
performance of migrants, in particular 
those who have arrived in the EU since 
2000. The analysis is based on a coun-
try of birth approach to classify mi-
grants rather than nationality, which 
currently excludes results for Germa-
ny, together with Bulgaria and Ireland. 
This initial exploration, which aims to 
present what we currently know from 
existing data sources and analysis, has 
identified areas where more data and 
research is needed. The 2008 LFS ad 
hoc module on migrants and their im-
mediate descendants should provide 
some very useful results in this con-
text within a year or two.
Across the EU there is a wide vari-
ety of migration experiences. Indeed, 
Member States are characterised by 
a diversity of past and recent migra-
tion histories and migrant population 
compositions. At the same time mi-
grants display a wide heterogeneity 
as regards region of origin, cultural 
background, skill level and socio-
economic characteristics, and have 
varying reasons for migrating to the 
EU. All this, together with the existing 
heterogeneity in the Member States 
in terms of institutional framework 
and attitudes of society towards mi-
grants, has an impact on the variation 
in outcomes across Member States re-
garding the labour market integration 
of migrants. 
Net migration into the EU has seen a 
substantial increase in recent years, ris-
ing threefold between the mid-1990s 
and early 2000s. Indeed, migrants who 
arrived in the EU within the last seven 
years account for almost one third of 
all resident working-age migrants. 
Furthermore, in most Member States, 
immigration from third countries ap-
pears to be much more significant 
than the influx from intra-EU mobility. 
The pattern of recent immigration to 
the EU* (excluding Bulgaria, Germany 
and Ireland) is also somewhat different 
to that prior to 2000, with indications 
that flows have become more diversi-
fied. For example, recent immigration 
has seen a large influx from Central 
and South America, while in term of 
destination countries within the EU, 
the general increase in net migration 
to countries in Southern Europe has 
accelerated in recent years,   becoming 100
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as important as that to the more tradi-
tional immigration countries in North-
ern Europe.
In terms of economic benefits, most 
studies find a small overall net gain 
from immigration for the host coun-
try, while negative effects on the la-
bour market situation of native work-
ers are negligible. Evidence suggests 
that the skills of non-EU immigrants 
are usually complementary to the 
skills of native-born workers, with 
only a limited impact of immigration 
on domestic wages and employment, 
although the risk of some negative 
effects appears to be greater for low-
skilled native workers. At the same 
time immigration can improve the 
efficiency of labour markets by com-
pensating, at least partially, for the 
low mobility of native-born workers 
and increasing labour-force flexibil-
ity. EU consumers also benefit from 
immigration, through wider choice, 
reduced inflationary pressure and 
lower prices, particularly for those 
services corresponding to jobs na-
tive-born workers are increasingly 
unwilling to fill.
Empirical evidence suggests that 
overall, third country migrants have 
made a substantial contribution to 
the EU labour market and economy 
in recent years, in particular through 
alleviating specific labour and skill 
shortages and increasing flexibility 
in the labour market. Recently ar-
rived immigrants in particular have 
made a significant contribution 
to overall economic growth and 
employment expansion (around a 
quarter) in the EU* since 2000. In 
summary:
Third country migrants make an  • 
important contribution to overall 
labour input, accounting for 6.7% 
of the EU* labour force, compared 
with their share of 6% in the adult 
population. 
Recent migrants tend to be em- • 
ployed in those sectors where de-
mand for labour has been greatest 
over 2000–07. In particular, they 
have helped to ease shortages at 
the low-skill end of the jobs spec-
trum, as non-migrants continue 
to improve their skill base and 
non-migrant women increasingly 
participate in the labour market. 
Of particular note is the high im-
portance of recent migrants to the 
private household sector – a fea-
ture which is likely to continue in 
the future. 
The occupational distribution  • 
of recent migrants’ employment 
tends to suggest they have been 
complementary to EU-born work-
ers rather than substitutes. 
Immigrants have helped increase  • 
labour market flexibility, as indi-
cated by their higher dynamics 
in labour market transitions and 
greater involvement in more pre-
carious and atypical forms of em-
ployment.
A more pronounced polarisation  • 
of skill levels for migrants suggests 
that currently they potentially play 
an enhanced role in meeting de-
mands for labour at the low-skill 
end of the labour market. The 
overall share of high-skilled mi-
grants in total employment in the 
EU remains low, comparing unfa-
vourably with the shares in other 
similarly developed economies. 
Rather, the EU still tends to attract 
mainly less-skilled immigrants: al-
most half (48%) of recent working-
age migrants are low-skilled and 
only one in five is high-skilled.
Concerning migrants’ labour market 
integration, although at EU* level 
employment rates for the non-EU-
born population are comparable 
with those for the EU-born, the anal-
ysis reveals a mixed picture across 
Member States. In particular, the 
present labour market situation of 
immigrants suggests that their po-
tential contribution is currently not 
fully realised and that there remain 
considerable challenges regarding 
the integration of migrants into the 
labour market:- 
Firstly •  , current figures show that in 
many Member States the overall 
labour market situation for third 
country migrants is substantially 
worse than that of the EU-born: 
t .JHSBOUTUFOEUPIBWFMPXFSFN-
ployment rates and a greater risk 
of being unemployed. Differenc-
es in skill structure explain only a 
limited portion of the differences 
in employment rates of non-EU-
born migrants and the EU-born 
across Member States.
t $POTJEFSJOHTUBOEBSEMBCPVSNBS-
ket indicators, two main groups 
of Member States can be identi-
fied with regard to the labour 
market situation of migrants rela-
tive to the EU-born. In the new 
migration countries of southern 
Europe that have received high 
flows of labour migration over re-
cent years, and in most of the new 
Member States, migrants per-
form better than non-migrants 
on the labour markets. In the re-
maining old Member States with 
long traditions of family-related 
or humanitarian immigration, 
migrants tend to have poorer 
overall labour market outcomes 
relative to the EU-born. 
Secondly •  , focusing on recent non-
EU migrants who have arrived 
since 2000, in most Member States 
their employment rates are con-
siderably below those for both the 
EU-born and longer-established 
migrants, suggesting that there 
are important delays for migrants 
to establish a sufficient foothold in 
the labour market. In this context:
t "MUIPVHI UIFSF JT B HFOFSBM JN-
provement in migrants’ labour 
market performance with time 
spent in the host country, indica-
tions are that relative perform-
ance in terms of ease and rapid-
ity of migrants’ integration into 
employment has effects which 
persist into relative longer-term 
labour market outcomes across 
Member States.
t 5IF JOUFHSBUJPO PG XPNFO BOE
migrants from certain regions of 
origin remains a significant chal-
lenge in most Member States. 101
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Underperformance in the labour 
market is concentrated among 
recent female migrants, for 
whom the acute gap compared 
with their EU-born counterparts 
reflects particular difficulties in 
integrating into the labour mar-
ket and relatively high inactivity 
levels. At the same time, migrants 
from East Asia, North Africa, the 
Near and Middle East, and Tur-
key have worse labour market 
outcomes than migrants from 
other regions and face particular 
difficulties in integrating quickly 
into European labour markets. 
This would tend to support the 
need for specific integration pro-
grammes for newly arrived im-
migrants within these groups, 
together with the need to help 
those granted asylum or entering 
as dependants or through family 
reunification to better use their 
abilities in the labour market.
Thirdly •  , migrants tend to be more 
exposed to jobs of lower qual-
ity, precarious employment and 
greater frequency of transitions 
in labour status. In addition, they 
encounter greater difficulties in 
achieving an effective use of their 
human capital, often holding jobs 
for which they are over-qualified. 
For example:
t $PNQBSFEXJUIUIF&6CPSONJ-
grants are more likely to be in 
fixed-term employment, work 
more frequently at night or in the 
evening, are under-represented 
in positions with supervisory re-
sponsibilities, work more often in 
low-skilled sectors and occupa-
tions, and are frequently involved 
in undeclared work. 
t .JHSBOUTGBDFNPSFEJóDVMUJFTJO
making effective use of their hu-
man capital. The employment 
rate gap between high-skilled 
migrants and non-migrants ex-
ceeds significantly that between 
their low-skilled counterparts, in-
dicating that while a higher level 
of education facilitates access to 
the labour market, problems of 
appropriate labour market inte-
gration appear relatively more 
acute. In particular, evidence sug-
gests that immigrants’ skills are 
underutilised and they suffer from 
large mismatches between the 
level of jobs they hold and their 
qualifications. Around 60% of re-
cent high-skilled non-EU-born mi-
grants in employment are in jobs 
for which they are over-qualified – 
about three times the rate for the 
native-born. This calls into ques-
tion the aim to attract high-skilled 
migrants if their potential is not 
used, and highlights that more 
efforts are needed to properly 
take into account their previously 
acquired experience and qualifi-
cations obtained outside the EU, 
which requires recognition and 
proper assessment of formal and 
informal qualifications.
Overall, most countries of southern 
Europe seem to be more successful 
at getting migrants into employment, 
but with greater risk of their being 
over-qualified and exposed to lower 
quality and precarious employment. 
In contrast, northern Member States 
show a lower rate of migrant over-
qualification but have greater gaps in 
participation and employment rates, 
and higher unemployment rates, for 
migrants compared with the EU-born. 
The main factors affecting immigrants’ 
labour market integration, and helping 
to explain differences across Member 
States, include issues such as the im-
migration channel for entry, country 
of origin, host country language profi-
ciency, availability of support schemes 
at entry, level of acceptance of irregular 
work, labour market rigidities and access 
restrictions in the host country, type of 
welfare system, incomplete recogni-
tion of qualifications acquired outside 
of the EU, lack of information on labour 
market functioning, and discrimination. 
These suggest where policy measures to 
raise migrants’ labour market integration 
should focus and highlight the scope for 
better coordination between migration 
and other policy areas. In particular, anti-
discrimination and equal rights policies 
and information campaigns are impor-
tant for addressing many of the obstacles 
faced by immigrants in employment.
The immigration experience over 
2000–07 took place during a period of 
continued expansion in the economy 
and the working-age population. It is 
too early to assess what potential ef-
fects the emerging economic down-
turn will have on short-term labour 
market prospects in the EU and what 
the impact will be on recent migrants 
across Member States. While in the 
short term, the economic downturn 
may have some negative implications 
for existing migrants and the demand 
for further immigration, in the com-
ing decades, the strong decline in 
the working-age population should 
create an even stronger pull factor 
for immigration from third countries. 
The need for highly qualified work-
ers is projected to increase, and this 
together with wider labour shortages 
and geographical mismatches across 
EU labour markets, will call for higher 
flows of immigrants and more effec-
tive integration policies.
In terms of Member State practices, 
there are discernible trends towards, 
on the one hand, increasingly selec-
tive immigration policies favouring 
high-skilled migrants and, on the 
other hand, tightening of criteria for 
granting refugee status and allowing 
family reunification. However, most 
countries continue to accept rather 
large numbers of low-skilled migrants. 
This highlights that while international 
competition is especially focusing on 
the high-skilled, a comprehensive mi-
gration policy needs to address how 
to meet future labour market needs 
across the whole skill spectrum.
Several Member States are develop-
ing more comprehensive approaches 
to immigration, which address the in-
tegration of migrants while develop-
ing a legal framework with respect to 
immigration which is responsive to 
their labour market needs. Measures 
to strengthen integration in the labour 
market, including education and train-
ing, more effective systems to recognise 
qualifications, actions to fight discrimi-
nation in the workplace, and promoting 
employment of immigrant women are 
increasingly being implemented.102
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Realising the potential gains from im-
migration depends crucially on suc-
cessful integration into the labour 
market (and into the host societies) 
of the immigrant population, as well 
as of their children. Although integra-
tion into the labour market consti-
tutes a key element of the process of 
integration, it is unlikely to succeed in 
the longer run if it is not backed up 
by a more comprehensive approach 
leading to the effective integration of 
immigrants in the social, cultural and 
political life of the host society. The EU 
must therefore prepare for current and 
future immigration in a responsible, 
comprehensive and effective way. As 
well as the economic aspects, the so-
cial and social cohesion implications 
of large-scale immigration are impor-
tant issues which must also enter into 
any overall assessment of the impact 
of migration on host countries, which 
requires further research. A successful 
policy approach will have to strike the 
balance between the interests of third 
country nationals and the host socie-
ties while anticipating future impacts. 
Employment and social policies have 
a critical role to play in this context.103
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Annex
(a)  Nationality or country of birth as 
a basis for defining migrants
It is possible to use two different ap-
proaches for examining migration 
– one based on nationality (i.e. non-
nationals) or one based on country of 
birth (i.e. foreign-born). Non-nationals 
(or foreigners) do not hold citizen-
ship of the destination country. The 
foreign-born are those who were born 
outside the host country and who may 
or may not have citizenship of the des-
tination country. Both concepts have 
advantages and disadvantages when 
analysing migration, as follows:
Country of birth •   – the foreign-
born category covers all those born 
in another country, and therefore 
also includes citizens at birth who 
were born abroad (although this 
is likely to account for relatively 
limited numbers). It has the key 
advantage that it includes mi-
grants who have acquired citizen-
ship, and thus does not lose track 
of migrants once they acquire the 
nationality of the host country.73 
This is particularly important, as 
naturalisation policies vary con-
siderably across Member States, 
and indications are that the labour 
market outcomes for naturalised 
migrants may differ considerably 
from those for non-naturalised 
migrants. This definition will au-
tomatically exclude descendants 
(children) of immigrants who were 
born in the host country.
Nationality  •  – in this case, mi-
grants are defined as non-nation-
als (foreigners), and hence will 
not include migrants who have 
acquired citizenship of the des-
tination country. It will, however, 
73  When a foreigner acquires the nationality 
of the host country they are no longer included 
in the statistics on foreigners (i.e. non-national 
residents). Therefore, once foreigners acquire 
the nationality of the country, it is usually 
no longer possible to monitor their labour 
market performance. The problem is magnified 
by the fact that naturalisation policies vary 
substantially across EU Member States, hence 
making sensible cross-country comparisons of 
migrants’ situations problematic.
include the children of migrants 
who were born in the host country 
but never acquired nationality of 
that country and who have, in fact, 
never migrated.74 The experiences 
and labour market outcomes of 
the latter group are distinctly dif-
ferent from those who have actu-
ally changed residence from one 
country to another.
If shares of foreigners are computed 
on the basis of nationality rather than 
actual migration experience, country 
differences will reflect differences in 
naturalisation practice and the ease 
with which migrants can become citi-
zens, and in the population shares of 
non-national descendants of immi-
grants. For example, in countries with 
a high incidence of naturalisation the 
official number of legal foreign resi-
dents largely underestimates the im-
migrant population.
(b)   Limitations of the EU LFS for ex-
amining migrant populations
Results concerning migrant popula-
tions derived from the LFS should be 
treated with caution, taking into ac-
count several limitations of the sur-
vey, as follows: 
In many Member States there is  • 
a delay in entering the reference 
sample frame and very recent mi-
grants may not be well covered. 
Furthermore, the LFS only covers 
migrants who have stayed or in-
tend to stay for one year or more 
and hence those migrants who do 
not remain very long in the coun-
try are not covered, for instance 
seasonal workers or posted work-
ers on short-term assignments..
Collective households (e.g. hostels  • 
or communal dwellings including 
those provided by employers) are 
generally not covered. However, 
the percentage of migrants living 
74  This is not the entire population of first 
generation descendants of migrants. By 
looking at foreigners only that part of the 
second generation that has not acquired 
citizenship of the host country is covered. 
However, in many countries a significant part 
of the second generation born in the host 
country holds its citizenship.
in collective households is small 
and usually not significantly differ-
ent from the population at large, 
although newly arrived migrants 
have a somewhat higher propen-
sity to live in collective households 
than migrants who have settled in 
the country.
Non-response for migrants is con- • 
siderably higher than for nation-
als, mainly due to their higher 
mobility, problems of language 
and possibly their illegal status. 
Furthermore, it seems to be higher 
for recent migrants than for more 
established migrants, and also 
higher for non-EU migrants than 
for EU migrants.
Data on migrants may lack statisti- • 
cal reliability due to small sample 
sizes, in particular in countries 
where migrants represent a very 
small part of the population, and 
more generally when too many 
variables are crossed to analyse 
this population.
The LFS does not cover migrants  • 
who subsequently left the host 
country, either to return home or 
to some other destination, and 
whose labour market integration 
experiences might be especially 
problematic (or successful).104
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(c) Composition of groupings of countries of origin
Table 7: List of groupings of countries of origin
Native-born Same country
Other EU-born
Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Greece, Spain, 
France, Italy, Cyprus , Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Hungary, Malta, the Netherlands, Aus-
tria, Poland; Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden, the UK
EEA and other Europe Norway, Iceland, Lichtenstein, Switzerland, Andorra, Monaco, San Marino, Vatican
Turkey Turkey
Balkans Croatia, FYROM Macedonia, Albania, Bosnia Herzegovina, Kosovo, Montenegro, Serbia 
Eastern Europe Russian Federation, Belarus, Moldova, Ukraine
North Africa Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Other undetermined
Sub-Saharan Africa
Angola, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Benin, Botswana, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 
Central African Republic, Congo, Côte d’Ivoire, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Djibouti, Eritrea, 
Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Gambia, Guinea, Equatorial Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Libe-
ria, Lesotho, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, 
Nigeria, Rwanda, Seychelles, Sudan, Sierra Leone, Senegal, Somalia, Sao Tome and Principe, 
Swaziland, Chad, Togo, United Republic of Tanzania, Uganda, South Africa, Zambia, Zimba-
bwe, Other undetermined
North America Bermuda, Canada, Greenland, Saint Pierre and Miquelon, United States, Other undetermined
Central America, Caribbean 
and South America
Antigua and Barbuda, Belize, Netherlands Antilles, Barbados, Bahamas, Cuba, Costa Rica, 
Dominican Republic, Dominica, Grenada, Guatemala, Honduras, Haiti, Jamaica, Mexico, Nica-
ragua, Panama, Puerto Rico, El Salvador, Other undetermined 
Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Peru, Paraguay, Suriname, Uru-
guay, Venezuela, Other undetermined
Near and Middle East
United Arab Emirates, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Georgia, Israel, Iraq, Iran , Jordan, 
Kyrgyzstan, Kuwait, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Oman, Palestinian Territory, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Yemen, Other undetermined
East Asia China, Japan, Taiwan, Other undetermined
South and South East Asia
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Brunei Darussalam, Bhutan, Indonesia, India, Cambodia, North 
Korea, South Korea ,Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Sri Lanka, Myanmar, Mongolia, 
Maldives, Malaysia, Nepal, Philippines, Pakistan, Singapore, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Vietnam, 
Other undetermined
Oceania
Australia, Fiji, Federated States of Micronesia, New Caledonia, New Zealand, French Poly-
nesia, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Vanuatu, Other undetermined
Other Other and stateless
(d) ISCED and ISCO correspondence
Table 8: Correspondence between ISCED education level and ISCO occupation level
ISCO occupation level
Low-skilled
(ISCO 9)
Medium-skilled
(ISCO 4-8)
High-skilled
(ISCO 1-3)
ISCED education level
Low (ISCED 0-2) Under-qualiﬁed Under-qualiﬁed
Medium
(ISCED 3-4)
Over-qualiﬁed Under-qualiﬁed
High
(ISCED 5-6)
Over-qualiﬁed Over-qualiﬁed
(e) Miscellaneous tables105
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Table 10: Foreign-born as a share of working-age population, 2007
  Other EU-born Non-EU-born Total foreign-born Share of resident ≤ 7 years
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BE 5.2 3.9 1.3 6.5 4.5 2.0 11.7 8.5 3.2 27.6 24.3 30.2
CZ 1.3 0.9 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.2 1.9 1.3 0.6 30.9 28.4 36.2
DK 2.0 1.1 0.5 5.4 3.4 2.2 9.5 4.5 2.7 37.2 31.4 38.9
EE 0.6 0.6 : 13.1 12.9 (0.2) 13.8 13.4 (0.3) 2.0 13.2 :
EL 1.6 1.0 0.7 6.4 4.5 1.9 8.1 5.5 2.5 31.6 40.3 29.3
ES 4.2 1.9 2.3 11.1 4.5 6.6 15.3 6.4 8.9 58.3 55.7 59.3
FR 3.3 2.7 0.6 9.0 7.0 2.1 12.3 9.7 2.7 21.8 19.3 22.8
IT 2.1 1.3 0.9 5.9 3.6 2.3 8.1 4.8 3.2 40.0 40.9 39.6
CY 7.5 4.0 3.4 11.1 3.6 7.5 18.5 7.6 10.9 58.8 46.1 67.3
LV 1.3 1.1 (0.1) 10.9 10.6 0.3 12.2 11.7 0.5 3.8 9.9 (3.1)
LT 0.4 (0.3) : 3.8 3.6 : 4.1 3.9 (0.2) 5.6 (16.3) :
LU 35.7 26.0 9.6 5.9 3.9 2.0 41.8 29.9 11.6 27.9 26.9 33.9
HU 1.2 0.9 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.1 1.6 1.3 0.4 21.8 20.5 25.3
MT 1.4 1.3 : 3.1 2.7 : 4.5 4.0 (0.6) 12.2 11.6 :
NL 2.7 2.2 0.5 10.1 8.9 1.2 12.8 11.1 1.7 13.3 19.1 11.7
AT 5.8 3.7 2.1 11.7 8.6 3.1 17.5 12.3 5.2 29.5 36.2 26.2
PL 0.2 0.1 (0) 0.2 0.2 (0.1) 0.4 0.3 0.1 18.8 13.2 (22.9)
PT 1.6 1.2 0.4 6.1 4.2 1.9 7.7 5.4 2.3 30.2 26.5 31.1
RO : : : (0.1) (0.1) : 0.1 (0.1) : (12.9) : :
SI 0.5 0.5 : 7.6 7.3 0.3 8.1 7.8 0.4 4.5 4.3 :
SK 0.4 0.4 : 0.1 0.1 : 0.5 0.5 (0.1) 10.6 10.5 :
FI 1.4 1.2 0.2 1.7 1.2 0.5 3.2 2.4 0.8 24.3 17.1 30.1
SE 4.7 4.0 0.8 10.6 8.1 2.5 15.3 12.1 3.3 21.3 15.9 23.7
UK 3.9 1.9 1.9 8.8 5.3 3.4 12.8 7.3 5.4 42.5 50.0 39.1
EU* 2.6 1.7 1.0 6.6 4.3 2.3 9.2 5.9 3.3 35.8 37.0 35.3
Shares
Men 46.1 45.6 46.9 48.7 50.0 46.4 48.0 48.8 46.5 : : :
Women 53.9 54.4 53.1 51.3 50.0 53.6 52.0 51.2 53.5 : : :
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: Data for BG, DE and IE not available. EU* excludes BG, DE and IE. ‘:’ Data not reliable. Data in brackets uncertain due to small sample size. 107
Chapter 2: The labour market situation and impact of recent third country migrants
Table 11: Education attainment level of migrants, 2007
  Total non-EU-born Resident > 7 years Resident ≤ 7 years
 Low Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High
BE 49.5 28.3 22.2 50.1 28.1 21.8 48.0 28.8 23.1
CZ 15.9 60.6 23.5 13.8 64.4 21.8 20.0 53.0 27.0
DK 40.6 37.7 21.7 40.5 35.3 24.2 39.3 38.1 22.7
EE 7.4 58.7 33.9 7.4 58.4 34.2 : : :
EL 51.1 36.5 12.4 47.7 39.9 12.4 59.4 28.2 12.4
ES 46.4 33.5 20.1 46.3 32.4 21.3 46.5 34.3 19.3
FR 46.0 30.1 23.9 46.5 31.1 22.4 44.2 26.8 29.1
IT 53.9 35.6 10.5 50.7 38.5 10.8 58.8 31.1 10.1
CY 29.8 39.5 30.8 20.8 37.5 41.7 34.1 40.4 25.4
LV 11.8 65.6 22.5 12.2 65.8 22.0 : : :
LT (7.9) 67.3 24.8 (8.1) 67.4 24.5 : : :
LU 31.5 38.0 30.5 34.2 40.6 25.2 28.5 32.4 39.2
HU 18.4 45.7 35.8 20.0 44.1 35.9 : 50.7 (35.5)
MT 51.3 (27.0) (21.7) 55.3 (25.7) : : : :
NL 39.3 41.1 19.6 40.0 40.9 19.1 34.0 42.5 23.5
AT 48.3 40.6 11.1 49.4 41.2 9.4 45.2 39.1 15.6
PL (17.7) 45.5 36.9 (21.4) 50.1 (28.5) : : (65.2)
PT 56.1 25.2 18.7 56.1 23.5 20.3 56.1 28.8 15.2
R O ::: ::: :::
SI 33.6 56.0 10.4 33.9 56.3 9.8 (25.6) (51.1) (23.3)
SK : (59.6) : : (59.8) : : : :
FI 37.2 38.1 24.7 35.0 39.2 25.8 41.8 35.5 (22.7)
SE 27.8 44.9 27.3 27.7 47.7 24.6 28.0 34.3 37.6
U K ::: ::: :::
EU** 45.2 35.3 19.5 44.0 36.7 19.3 47.7 32.5 19.8
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey annual data. 
Note: Data for BG, DE and IE not available. EU** excludes BG, DE, IE and UK. ‘:’ Data not reliable. Data in brackets uncertain due to small sample size. 108
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Introduction 1. 
Geographical labour mobility be-
tween EU Member States is an im-
portant element of the European 
Employment Strategy and at the 
centre of the Commission’s recent 
Job  mobility action plan 2007-20101. 
Moreover, in many Member States the 
2004 and 2007 enlargements of the 
EU sparked concerns that there could 
be a massive surge of workers from 
poorer Central and Eastern European 
countries flooding the labour markets 
of the ‘old’ EU-15 Member States and 
negatively affecting wages and local 
workers’ employment. 
In order to address these concerns, 
transitional arrangements were in-
troduced, allowing Member States to 
restrict the free movement of workers 
from most of the new Member States 
for a maximum of seven years after 
accession to the EU. Under these ar-
rangements, Member States applying 
restrictions must review their decision 
after two years. 
With respect to Bulgaria and Romania, 
which joined the EU in January 2007 
(EU-2), the existing Member States re-
stricting the access of Bulgarian and 
Romanian workers to their labour 
markets will have to declare by the 
end of 2008 if they intend to maintain 
restrictions further. Concerning the 
eight Central and Eastern European 
countries which joined the EU in May 
1   See COM (2007) 773 final.
Geographical  
labour mobility 
in the context of  
EU enlargement
Table 1: Member States’ policies towards workers  
from the new Member States 
Member 
State
Workers from the EU-8/EU-15 Workers from BG and RO/EU-25
E
U
-
1
5
BE Restrictions with some simplifications Restrictions with some simplifications
DK Restrictions with some simplifications Restrictions with some simplifications
DE Restrictions with some simplifications * Restrictions with some simplifications *
IE Free access (1 May 2004) Restrictions
EL Free access (1 May 2006) Restrictions
ES  Free access (1 May 2006) Restrictions
FR Free access (1 July 2008) Restrictions with some simplifications
IT Free access (27 July 2006) Restrictions with some simplifications
LU Free access (1 November 2007) Restrictions with some simplifications
NL Free access (1 May 2007) Restrictions with some simplifications
AT Restrictions * Restrictions *
PT Free access (1 May 2006) Restrictions
FI Free access (1 May 2006)
Free access, subsequent registration for 
monitoring purposes
SE Free access (1 May 2004) Free access
UK
Free access (1 May 2004), mandatory 
workers registration scheme for monitoring 
purposes
Restrictions
E
U
-
1
0
CZ No reciprocal measures Free access
CY - Free access, subsequent registration for 
monitoring purposes
EE No reciprocal measures Free access
LV No reciprocal measures Free access
LT No reciprocal measures Free access
HU Reciprocal measures (simplifications as of 
1 January 2008)
Restrictions with simplifications
MT - Restrictions 
PL No reciprocal measures (17 January 2007) Free access
SI No reciprocal measures (25 May 2006) Free access, subsequent registration for 
monitoring purposes
SK No reciprocal measures Free access
E
U
-
2 BG -  No reciprocal measures
RO -  No reciprocal measures
Source: DG EMPL.
Note: * Restrictions also on the posting of workers in certain sectors.112
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 Transitional arrangements on the free movement of workers
Free movement of persons is one of the four fundamental freedoms guaranteed by EU law, along with the free move-
ment of goods, services and capital. It includes the right of EU nationals to freely move to another Member State, to take 
up employment and reside there with their family members. Free movement of workers precludes Member States from 
directly or indirectly discriminating against EU workers and their families on the basis of nationality in employment-
related matters. It also ensures equal treatment as regards public housing, tax advantages and social advantages. 
The Accession Treaties of 2003 and 2005 allow Member States to temporarily restrict the free movement of workers 
from countries that joined in 2004 (with the exception of Malta and Cyprus) and 2007 to their labour markets.1 These 
‘transitional arrangements’ for the free movement of workers are divided into three distinct phases according to a 
2+3+2 formula, with different conditions applying during each phase: 
For an initial two-year period, the national law of the other Member States regulates the access of workers from the  • 
EU-8 and EU-2 to their labour markets. At the end of this first phase, the Commission has to provide a report as a 
basis for the Council to examine the functioning of this first phase of the transitional arrangements.
Member States can extend their national measures for a second of phase of another three years upon notification to  • 
the Commission before the end of the first phase; otherwise EU law granting free movement of workers applies. 
A Member State can maintain restrictions for a final third phase of two additional years only after notifying the  • 
Commission of a serious disturbance of its labour market or threat thereof. 
The transitional arrangements end irrevocably seven years after accession – i.e. on 30 April 2011 for the EU-8 and 31 
December 2013 for Bulgaria and Romania.
These restrictions can only be applied to workers but not to the self-employed any other category of citizens. They 
only apply to obtaining access to the labour market in a particular Member State. Once a worker has been admitted to 
the labour market of a particular Member State, Community law on equal treatment as regards remuneration, other 
employment-related matters and access to social and tax advantages is valid. This means that no discrimination on the 
grounds of nationality in these matters is allowed between legally employed workers, regardless of the EU Member 
State from which they come. As no transitional arrangements are in place for the application of Community law on 
coordination of social security schemes, they also benefit from equal treatment in this regard.
15 Member States have restrictions for workers from Romania and Bulgaria while 10 Member States have opened their 
labour markets (see Table 1).
From 1 January 2009, the second phase of the transitional period will start. The EU-25 Member States that decide to lift 
restrictions will, throughout the remainder of the transitional period, be able to reintroduce restrictions, using the safe-
guard procedure set out in the Accession Treaty, should they undergo or foresee disturbances on their labour markets. 
Notwithstanding the restrictions, a Member State must always give preference to EU-2 and EU-8 workers over those 
who are nationals of a non-EU country with regard to access to the labour market.
For EU-8 workers, three Member States opened their labour markets from the date of accession (Ireland, Sweden and 
the United Kingdom (UK)). After the end of the first two-year period and the Commission’s 2006 report on the function-
ing of the first phase of the transitional arrangements2, four more Member States (Spain, Finland, Greece and Portugal) 
opened their labour markets as of 1 May 2006, followed by Italy (27 July 2006), the Netherlands (1 May 2007), Luxem-
bourg (1 November 2007) and most recently France (1 July 2008). The UK has opened its labour market but still requires 
mandatory registration for monitoring purposes. Presently, only Belgium, Denmark, Germany and Austria restrict ac-
cess to their labour markets under national law. Hungary applies (simplified) reciprocal measures, limiting access to its 
labour market for workers from EU-15 Member States that restrict access of Hungarian workers.
1     ‘EU-15’ refers to all Member States forming part of the EU before 1 May 2004;  
‘EU-10’ refers to all countries that joined the EU on 1 May 2004,  
‘EU-8’ refers to all EU-10 Member States except for Malta and Cyprus, 
‘EU-25’ refers to all Member States forming part of the EU before 1 January 2007,  
‘EU-2’ refers to Bulgaria and Romania.
2   See European Commission (2006). 113
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2004 (EU-8), four of the EU-15 cur-
rently maintain restrictions. A further 
extension of these restrictions after 
April 2009 and until April 2011 at the 
latest is only possible if there is a seri-
ous disturbance of the labour market 
or threat thereof (see Box 1).
Against this background, this chapter 
presents an analysis of the extent and 
impact of geographical labour mobil-
ity within the EU.2 Section 2 provides 
an updated picture of the level of 
intra-EU labour mobility since the last 
two EU enlargements and the driving 
forces behind it. Section 3 looks at the 
main socio-economic characteristics 
of recent intra-EU movers, while sec-
tion 4 examines the main impacts of 
intra-EU labour mobility on the over-
all economy and labour markets of 
the receiving and sending countries. 
Section 5 looks at a number of other 
effects, such as those related to brain 
drain from the sending countries, re-
mittances and impacts on public serv-
ices. Section 6 summarises and draws 
policy conclusions.
Intra-EU mobility:  2. 
extent and drivers
How many have come?  2.1. 
The receiving countries’ 
perspective
The accession of 10 new Member 
States in 2004 increased the EU’s over-
all population by over 19%, with the 
accession of Bulgaria and Romania in-
creasing it by another 6% (Table 2). Al-
though smaller in relative terms than 
the 1973 enlargement for Denmark, 
Ireland and the UK, both of the recent 
enlargement rounds came with con-
cerns in the existing Member States 
that the large differences in income 
and labour market conditions and ge-
ographical proximity between some 
of the old and new Member States 
could lead to a massive surge in east-
west labour flows.
2  Parts of this chapter draw on research 
presented in Brücker et al. (2008) and IZA et al. 
(2008).
In many ways, this echoed similar con-
cerns raised during the 1980s Southern 
enlargements when Greece, Portugal 
and Spain joined the EU. Indeed, the 
accession of Greece in 1981 was the 
first case where transitional measures 
regarding free movement of workers 
were applied, providing for a seven-
year transitional period. The accession 
arrangements for Portugal and Spain 
from 1986 also provided for a transi-
tional period of seven years.3 However, 
the transitional periods for Portugal 
and Spain were subsequently short-
ened from seven to six years4 following 
a Council review five years after acces-
sion. The review found that allowing 
for free movement of workers was not 
likely to cause imbalances in the vari-
ous national labour markets. 
Emigration from the three Southern 
accession countries turned out to be 
negligible in any case, both during and 
after the end of their transition peri-
3   10 years for the free access of workers 
to Luxembourg. This special arrangement 
was justified by the fact that some 40% of 
workers in the Grand Duchy at the time were 
foreigners, and it was feared that Portuguese 
and Spanish workers would move from their 
traditional sectors of construction and hotel/
restaurants into other sectors of the labour 
market. A general safeguard clause allowed 
the other Member States to apply to the 
Commission to suspend free movement in the 
case of serious and persistent problems on the 
labour market. The other Member States were 
not allowed to introduce any new restrictions 
on the employment of Spanish or Portuguese 
nationals (‘standstill clause’). Furthermore, if 
the provisions of bilateral agreements with 
the other Member States in question were 
more favourable to the worker, these took 
precedence over the Community provisions.
4   Seven years for movement to Luxembourg. 
ods. While population stocks of Greek 
and Portuguese citizens living in other 
Member States only slightly increased 
over time, they even declined in the 
case of Spanish citizens. According to 
Dustmann et al. (2003)5, the stock of 
Greek citizens living in other Member 
States rose by an average of 10 000 
per year in the 10 years after the end 
of the transitional period. In the case 
of the Portuguese, population stocks 
in the other Member States increased 
by an average of 7 700 per year dur-
ing the six-year transition period and 
the following six years. In contrast, 
population stocks of Spanish citizens 
resident in the other Member States 
decreased from 495 000 at the time of 
accession to 474 000 during the last 
year of the transition period, declining 
to 470 000 by 1997.
Concerning the new Central and 
Eastern European Member States, 
income gaps with the old Member 
States were on average much greater 
at the time of accession than was the 
case for the Southern enlargement. 
While Greece, Portugal and Spain had 
already reached almost two thirds 
of the average EU per capita income 
at the point of accession6, per capita 
income was below one half in many 
of the EU-10 and below one third in 
Bulgaria and Romania (adjusted for 
purchasing powers).7 Moreover, geo-
graphical proximity may, in principle, 
also be more of a driving force be-
hind mobility in the 2004 and 2007 
enlargements. While Greece and Por-
5   See Dustmann et al. (2003), p.44.
6   See Dustmann et al. (2003), p.41.
7   See Table 8 and Chart 9.
Table 2: Increase in EU population during past EU enlargements
Year of accession Acceding countries
Number of EU 
Member States 
after accession
Increase in EU population  
(at time of accession)
Absolute  
(in 1 000)
Relative  
(% of EU)
1973 DK, IE and UK 9 64 228 30.8
1981 EL 10 9 701 3.5
1986 ES and PT 12 48 515 16.7
1995 AT, FI and SE 15 21 859 6.2
2004
CY, CZ, EE, HU, LV, 
LT, MT, PL, SK and SI 25 74 142 19.3
2007 BG and RO 27 29 244 6.3
Source: Eurostat, Demographic statistics.114
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tugal had no common border with 
the EU when they joined and France 
shared borders with the more pros-
perous regions of Spain, many more 
new Member States share a border 
with old Member States, some with 
large income differentials.
It therefore comes as no surprise that 
mobility flows have been substantially 
higher in the context of the two recent 
EU enlargements compared with the 
Southern enlargement. However, the 
accession of the Central and Eastern 
European Member States has not led 
to a massive increase of labour flows 
into the EU-15. As shown below, there 
has been a substantial rise in labour 
mobility from several of the Central 
and Eastern European Member States 
to some of the EU-15, but numbers 
have been generally limited when 
compared with the population sizes 
of both receiving and sending coun-
tries. Moreover, the observed labour 
flows after enlargement have not had 
any serious negative labour market 
impacts in the receiving countries. 
Overall stocks of EU- 2.1.1. 
foreigners resident in the EU 
Member States
The exact size of intra-EU labour mobili-
ty is difficult to determine, due to largely 
open borders within the EU. In addition, 
capturing recently arrived foreigners 
statistically is problematic, especially if 
they come for only a short time, such 
as seasonal workers, or perform unde-
clared or illegal work. (See Chapter 2 
for a more detailed description of data 
limitations, namely concerning the EU 
Labour Force Survey, LFS.)
With these limitations in mind, an ap-
proximation using population statistics 
and data from the LFS suggests that the 
total number of EU-10 citizens8 living 
in an EU-15 Member State may have 
increased by approximately 1.1 million 
since the 2004 enlargement. While the 
number of EU-10 citizens resident in 
the EU-15 stood at over 900 000 at the 
end of 2003, it now stands at about   
2 million (Table 3). Concerning Ro-
manians and Bulgarians resident in 
the EU-15, their numbers increased 
from around 690 000 in 2003 to about   
1.6 million in 2007 according to the 
available data – a process which had 
started well before the accession of 
both countries to the EU in January 2007. 
While these are substantial popula-
tion increases in a short period of time, 
they also should be put into perspec-
tive compared with other migration 
flows and overall population num-
bers. For example, during the same 
2003–07 period, the number of third 
country nationals living in the EU-15 
8   In most of the data presented in this report, 
Cyprus and Malta are grouped together with 
the EU-8 in order to ensure a comprehensive 
coverage of post-enlargement developments. 
Nevertheless, mobility flows from Malta to other 
EU Member States have been marginal and 
recent outflows from Cyprus have also been 
rather small (only 2% of recent overall flows 
from the EU-10 to the EU-15 and with Greece 
and the UK essentially as the two noteworthy 
EU destination countries for Cypriots).
appears to have increased by around 
3.4 million. Moreover, the number of 
EU-15 citizens living in another EU-15 
country has also risen by over 700 000 .9
In relative terms, the average popula-
tion shares of third country nationals 
and other EU-15 citizens in the old 
Member States remain well above the 
share of foreigners from the newer 
Member States, even four years af-
ter the 2004 enlargement. According 
to the data presented in Table 4, in 
2007, people from an EU-15 Member 
State living in another EU-15 Member 
State accounted for about 1.7% of the 
total population in the EU-15, while 
third country nationals accounted for 
around 4.4%. In comparison, the share 
of EU-10 citizens among the EU-15 
population was 0.5% (up from 0.2% in 
2003) and the share of Bulgarian and 
Romanian citizens resident in the EU-
15 stood at 0.4% (0.2% in 2003).
9   Note that most of the increase in the 
number of EU-15 citizens resident in another 
EU-15 Member State has been recorded 
in Spain, with retirees accounting for a 
substantial share.
 A note on the definition of mobility in this chapter 
Differing from the previous chapter on third country immigration, Chapter 3 describes geographical mobility in terms 
of nationality instead of country of birth. Although there are solid reasons to define migrants as foreign-born persons 
(see Chapter 2), the main justification for using the nationality concept in the context of post-enlargement intra-EU 
mobility flows is that the restrictions on free movement under the transitional arrangements are linked to citizenship – 
and not to country of birth. Another reason is to ensure conceptual consistency between migration data derived from 
the LFS and other data sources used for this chapter, in particular the Eurobarometer survey on geographical mobility 
in the EU and administrative data on worker registrations or residence/work permits which are based on citizenship. 
The choice of defining geographical mobility in terms of citizenship is unlikely to have any significant impact on the 
main findings in this chapter. Much of the analysis focuses on recent intra-EU mobility. As the percentage of EU citizens 
who recently moved to live in another Member State and who have since acquired citizenship of their receiving coun-
try is very small, any differences in analysis between foreign and foreign-born persons are likely to be minimal.
Throughout the chapter, recent movers or recent mobile persons are defined as persons who have been resident for 
four years and less in an EU Member State and who are not citizens of that Member State. The period of four years or 
less is used as it covers, by and large, the time since the 2004 enlargement.115
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Concerning individual Member States, 
Belgium, Cyprus, Luxembourg, Ireland 
and Spain host the highest share of 
nationals from other EU-15 Member 
States in proportion to their overall 
populations. As for EU-10 citizens, Ire-
land has by far the highest share (5.4% 
of the Irish population) followed by 
the UK (1.1%). In both countries, this 
has principally been the consequence 
of post-enlargement mobility flows. In 
Austria, the population share of EU-10 
citizens amounts to some 1.1% – a sim-
ilar level to that in the UK – but most 
of these people were already resident 
in Austria before the EU accession of 
their home countries (Table 4). 
Due to the substantial recent inflow of 
Romanians, in the most part (and to a 
lesser extent, Bulgarians), Spain and 
Italy have seen a substantial increase 
in the population share of resident 
EU-2 nationals, which now stands at 
1.6% and 0.7% respectively. Cyprus 
(1.1%), Hungary (0.7%) and Greece 
(0.5%) also host significant shares of 
EU-2 citizens, although the majority 
are not new arrivals. Corresponding 
shares in other Member States are 
substantially smaller.
It is also worth noting that the stock of 
EU-15 nationals resident in the newer 
Member States remains very low. With 
the exception of Cyprus and possibly 
Hungary, the number of EU-15 citi-
zens resident in the EU-10 or EU-2 is 
marginal, having not increased signifi-
cantly over time. The same applies to 
the number of EU-10 citizens resident 
in another EU-10 Member State, with 
Slovak nationals living in the Czech 
Republic being the only significant 
exception. Concerning Bulgarians and 
Romanians, Hungary is the only EU-10 
Member State which hosts a note-
worthy number of EU-2 – practically 
all Romanian – citizens. (Cyprus also 
has a significant population share of 
EU-2 – in this case, mostly Bulgarian – 
nationals although absolute numbers 
are low.)
Recently arrived working- 2.1.2. 
age movers
An alternative way of analysing re-
cent intra-EU mobility and migra-
tion to the EU is to look at more re-
cent arrivals – rather than the overall 
stock of foreign nationals present in 
a country. Chart 1 shows the number 
of working-age foreign nationals (i.e. 
aged 15–64) resident in a country for 
four years and less relative to the total 
resident working-age population in 
the Member States, thus covering the 
period since the 2004 enlargement. 
The charts illustrate several ideas, 
confirming many of the observations 
made above: 
There has been great variation in  • 
recent flows of foreign nationals 
to EU Member States, both in size 
and composition. Over the four 
years since the 2004 enlargement, 
Ireland, Cyprus and Luxembourg 
have received by far the largest 
number of foreign citizens relative 
to their overall working-age popu-
lation, followed – at lower levels – 
by Spain, the UK and Austria.
In almost all Member States, the  • 
number of recent arrivals from non-
EU countries exceeds the number 
of newcomers from other Member 
States. The only exceptions are Ire-
land and Luxembourg. Moreover, in 
most Member States, the number 
of recently arrived working-age 
EU-15 citizens has exceeded the 
number of recent arrivals from the 
12 new Member States.
Concerning recently arrived work- • 
ing-age citizens from the EU-10, 
Ireland has been by far the largest 
receiving country in relative terms, 
with around 5% of its current work-
ing-age population from an EU-10 
country. Although it is the biggest 
EU-10 receiving country in abso-
lute numbers, the second-highest 
share is found in the UK with 1.2% 
of its working-age population con-
sisting of recent arrivals from the 
EU-10. Austria and Luxembourg 
also have a significant share of 
recent EU-10 arrivals, albeit to a 
substantially lesser extent than 
that found in the UK and Ireland. 
In all remaining Member States, 
the population share of recent 
EU-10 arrivals is very small, even 
in Sweden which never applied 
restrictions to the free movement 
of citizens from the new Member 
States, and those Member States 
which opened their labour mar-
kets since 2006.
As for recent arrivals from the EU-2,  • 
Spain, Italy and Cyprus have been 
the largest recipients in relative 
terms. Yet, despite the substantial 
absolute numbers involved, the 
population share of recent arrivals 
of EU-2 – mostly Romanian – citi-
zens to Spain and Italy is around 
Chart 1: Working-age foreign nationals resident for four years or less in 
Member States, 2007 (in % of total resident working-age population)
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0.9% and 0.3% respectively – far 
below the number of recent arriv-
als from non-EU countries.
In terms of nationalities, around 26% 
of all recent intra-EU working-age 
movers were Polish citizens, while 
around 19% were Romanians (Table 
5). The third-largest group were Ger-
mans (7%), followed by UK (6%) and 
French (5%) citizens. Portuguese, Bul-
garian, Slovak, Italian and Lithuanian 
nationals each comprised around 4% 
of all recent intra EU movers.
Distribution varies considerably 
between Member States. Of the 
seven Member States with the 
highest absolute recent inflows 
of working-age EU citizens, the 
UK, Germany and Ireland recorded 
Polish citizens as the largest group 
of EU newcomers, while the larg-
est number in France and Austria 
came from Germany. In Spain al-
most 60% of recent working-age 
arrivals from within the EU came 
from Romania, with the share in 
Italy amounting to over 70%.
Almost one third of all recent intra-
EU movers went to the UK (32%), 
followed by Spain (18%) and Ireland 
(10%). (See Table 6). The UK has been 
also the main destination country 
for Polish citizens, receiving almost 
60% of the recent working-age mov-
ers from Poland. Ireland has been the 
second most popular destination for 
Polish citizens (17%), with Germany as 
the third most popular (11%).
Concerning Romania, the vast major-
ity of recent movers have gone to two 
countries – namely Spain (57%) and 
Italy (26%). By comparison, the third 
most popular destination country for 
Romanians was the UK which received 
only 2% of all Romanians movers (with 
similar low percentages for Austria, 
Germany, Portugal and Greece).
Gross mobility flows since  2.1.3. 
enlargement
Data on the annual gross inflow of 
citizens from the new Member States 
(instead of their accumulated to-
tal or more recent stocks) suggests 
that EU-8 mobility to those countries 
which opened their labour markets 
right after EU-8 accession peaked in 
2006, declining since then. 
In the UK, a total of 210 575 applica-
tions from EU-8 citizens to work in 
the UK were recorded in 2007 under 
the UK’s workers’ registration scheme 
(WRS), down from 227 875 in 2006. In 
Table 5: Nationality breakdown of recent intra-EU movers in the EU receiving countries  
with the highest inflows, 2007 (%)
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Frequency of EU working-age citizens resident four years and less in receiving country by citizenship  
(in % of all EU citizens resident four years and less in receiving country)  
123456789 1 0 O ther EU
UK 49   PL 6 SK 6 LT 5 FR 4 DE 4 PT 3 IE 3 CZ 3 IT 3 NL 15
ES 59 RO 13 BG 7 PT 6 UK 5 IT 4 FR 2 DE 1 PL 1 AT 1 BE 2
IE 46 PL 12 LT 10 UK 5 LV 4 SK 3 FR 3 CZ 3 DE 2 IT 2 RO 9
FR 25 DE 24 UK 13 PT 8 BE 8 IT 7 PL 4 RO 3 ES 3 SE 2 BG 3
DE 32 PL 11 NL 9 FR 7 BG 6 AT 5 IT 4 RO 4 LT 4 CZ 4 ES 15
IT 72 RO 13 PL 3 BG 3 DE 2 FR 2 UK 1 ES 1 CZ 1 LT 1 AT 2
AT 42 DE 15 PL 11 RO 8 SK 6 HU 3 IT 2 FR 2 NL 2 EL 2 UK 8
EU-27 26 PL 19 RO 7 DE 6 UK 5 FR 4 PT 4 BG 4 SK 4 IT 4 LT 18
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS, annual data.
Note: Data for IE provisional.
Table 6: Main receiving countries of largest groups of  
recent intra-EU movers, 2007 (%)
Citizenship of EU nationals 
resident four years or less in 
another EU Member State ... 
… by main EU destination country 
 (percentage of overall number of working age nationals 
resident four years and less in another Member State)
PL 59 UK 17 IE 11 DE
RO 57 ES 26 IT 2 UK
DE 33 FR 22 AT 18 UK
UK 39 FR 20 ES 18 IE
FR 35 UK 16 DE 16 BE
PT 31 ES 28 FR 28 UK
BG 56 ES 15 DE 7 EL
SK 55 UK 21 CZ 11 IE
IT 26 ES 23 UK 21 FR
LT 52 UK 33 IE 10 DE
Other EU citizens 38 UK 17 DE 9 FR
All recent intra-EU movers 32 UK 18 ES 10 IE
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS, annual data.
Note: Data for IE provisional.119
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Ireland, the number of Personal Public 
Service Numbers (PPSN)10 issued to 
EU-10 citizens declined from 138 939 
in 2006 to 113 431 in 2007. WRS and 
PPSN data for the first quarter 2008 
point towards a further significant de-
crease in new labour migration from 
the EU-10 to both the UK and Ireland 
(Chart 2). Although much lower in ab-
solute and relative terms than in these 
countries, flows into Sweden from the 
Eastern and Central European Member 
States increased until 2006, noticeably 
slowing down in 2007.
Part of this recent decrease of EU-8 
labour mobility to the UK and Ireland 
may be linked to the slowdown in the 
economy and a consequent decline 
in labour demand in both countries. 
10  PPSN is a unique customer reference 
number for transactions between individuals 
and government  departments and other 
public service agencies in Ireland.
However, it has also been suggested 
that EU-8 mobility flows have been 
diverted to alternative destinations 
within Europe, as many other Member 
States have loosened their restrictions 
on workers’ labour market access from 
the EU-8 since 2006.11
A look at the development of foreign 
population stocks in Tables 3 and 4 
seems to confirm that some Mem-
ber States have seen some increase 
11  See e.g. Pollard et al. (2008), who also 
suggest three additional factors which are 
likely to decrease the future labour supply 
from the new Member States to the UK and 
lead to an increase in return migration of 
those who are already there. These include a 
shrinking earnings gap between the UK and 
Poland due to the devaluation of the pound 
sterling, improving economic conditions 
and employment prospects in the sending 
countries and a declining pool of potential 
migrants due to demographic trends in 
sending countries. The later two points are also 
examined in section 2.3 of this document.
in their foreign population from the 
EU-10 after opening up their labour 
markets. This seems to be the case 
mainly in Spain where population 
statistics suggest that the number 
of resident EU-10 nationals doubled 
from about 40 000 in 2003 to 80 000 
in 2007. Some increase also seems to 
have occurred in Italy, Finland and 
the Netherlands.12
However, despite some rises, the free 
access to other Member States’ la-
bour markets does not seem to have 
unleashed additional migration po-
tential from the Central and Eastern 
12  For the Netherlands, population statistics 
presented in Table 3 record an increase 
of EU-10 residents from 23 000 to 39 000 
between 2005 and 2007. However, based 
on administrative statistics and a special 
enterprise survey, van den Berg et al. (2008) 
estimate that 100 000 workers from the Central 
and Eastern European Member States may be 
currently working in the Netherlands.
Chart 2: Inflow of EU-10 and EU-2 citizens to selected Member States since 2004
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European Member States. It seems 
more likely that some redistribution 
between Member States is taking 
place, but that overall flows into the 
EU-15 are not substantially affected. 
This assessment may also be support-
ed by the observation that a number 
of Member States have seen a very 
low inflow of nationals from the new 
Member States, even though they do 
not apply restrictions. 
Flows from EU-10 Member States to 
Sweden and Finland, for example, 
have continued to be very low in ab-
solute and relative terms, although 
the former never applied restric-
tions and the latter opened its labour 
markets at the beginning of 2006. In 
Greece and Portugal, the experience 
seems to have been similar.
Sweden and Finland are also the only 
two EU-15 Member States which do 
not apply restrictions to the access of 
Romanian and Bulgarian workers. So 
far, the available data does not indi-
cate that this has led to a significant 
increase in the inflow of workers from 
these two countries (Chart 2). In ad-
dition, to date, there seems to be no 
indication of a substantial increase 
in flows from the EU-2 to the Mem-
ber States that joined the EU in 2004, 
which, with the exception of Hungary 
and Malta, do not apply restrictions, 
despite a significant income gap be-
tween the EU-2 and EU-10.
In Austria, however, the number and 
population share of EU-10 citizens 
has increased in recent years, despite 
limited access to its labour market. 
Concerning the EU-2, a similar pat-
tern seems to apply to Spain and Italy 
which have been, under their national 
work permit schemes, the main re-
ceiving countries for Romanian and 
Bulgarian movers.
All this suggests that restrictions on 
the labour market access do have 
some influence on the distribution 
of intra-EU mobility flows, but that la-
bour mobility is ultimately driven by 
other factors such as general labour 
demand and supply, network effects 
through already existing foreign pop-
ulations or language.
It also implies that restrictions on la-
bour market access will only delay 
labour market adjustments. They may 
even exacerbate resort to undeclared 
work, leading to undesired social con-
sequences both for undeclared work-
ers and the regular labour force, if not 
accompanied by appropriate enforce-
ment of legislation.13 
The experience since 2004 suggests 
that the lifting of restrictions on labour 
market access reduces the likelihood 
of undeclared work by citizens from 
the new Member States. For example, 
it has been suggested that up to 40% 
of EU-8 workers registering for the 
worker registration scheme in 2004 
may have already been in the country 
when the UK opened its labour mar-
kets.14 Reports from the Netherlands 
indicate that the incidence of illegal 
employment of EU-8 citizens working 
without permit has decreased after 
the Netherlands decided to open its 
labour market in 2007.15
13 See “Stepping up the fight against 
undeclared work”, COM(2007) 628 of 
24.10.2007.
14 UK Home Office (2004).
15 Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment 
of the Netherlands (2007).
How many have left?  2.2. 
The sending countries’ 
perspective
A look at recent mobility flows rela-
tive to the population of the sending 
countries reveals a very heteroge-
neous picture, with ‘high-mobility’ 
and ‘low-mobility’ countries among 
both the EU-15 and the new Member 
States. Chart 3 illustrates this observa-
tion by showing the number of work-
ing-age citizens by sending country 
who have moved to another Member 
State since about 2004 in proportion 
to the sending country’s overall work-
ing-age population. 
According to this evidence, 3.1% of 
working-age Lithuanians have moved 
to other EU Member States over 
the past four years, followed by Cy-
prus (3.0%), Romania (2.5%), Poland 
(2%) and Slovakia (2%) and Bulgaria 
(1.7%).16 Although still substantial, 
intra-EU mobility rates for Latvia and 
Estonia are significantly lower. Inter-
estingly, Portugal also has a high re-
cent intra-EU mobility rate of 1.2%, 
together with Ireland and the Nether-
lands to a lesser extent.
16  Note that these data cover only recent 
flows to other EU Member States, but not to 
non-EU countries. Total emigration from any of 
the countries shown here is therefore likely to 
be higher than the intra-EU emigration rates.
Chart 3: Intra-EU movers by sending country and years of residence in the 
host country (% of working-age citizens resident in another Member State 
relative to the working-age population of the sending country, 2007)
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In contrast, the Czech Republic and 
Hungary have rather low intra-EU mo-
bility rates (both around 0.5%) which are 
below or equal to that of several EU-15 
Member States. For Slovenia, Malta and 
Luxembourg, the numbers picked up 
by the LFS are too small to be reliable.
Temporary mobility flows 2.3. 
A characteristic feature of post-en-
largement mobility is that a large part 
appears to be temporary. Evidence 
from a number of Member States in-
dicates that many intra-EU labour mi-
grants go to another Member States 
for a few months or years, but do not 
intend to stay forever.
In the UK, 60% of EU-8 workers reg-
istering under the UK’s WRS in April 
2007–March 2008 indicated on their 
application form that they intended 
to stay for less than three months.17 
Although workers may change their 
minds and stay longer than originally 
indicated, this result is roughly con-
firmed when comparing the number 
of EU-8 workers registered under the 
WRS since 2004 with the increase in 
the stock of EU-8 citizens resident in 
the UK since 2004. While the WRS re-
corded a total of 769 300 (approved) 
workers from the EU-8 between May 
2004 and December 2007, the stock 
of employed EU-8 residents in the UK 
increased by around 390 000 between 
2003 and 2007, according to LFS data. 
In other words, around half of the EU-8 
citizens who came to work in the UK 
since enlargement may have already 
left the country again.18
A similar picture emerges for Ireland 
when comparing PPSNs issued to 
citizens from the new Member States 
with the increase in their resident 
stock according to the Irish quarter-
ly household survey. Between May 
2004 and December 2007, almost 
418 000 PPSNs were issued to EU-10 
citizens, while their stock in the resi-
17  UK Home Office (2008), p. 16.
18    See also Pollard et al. (2008) who estimate 
that a total of around 1 million EU-8 migrant 
workers have arrived in the UK since 2004, but that 
around half of this group have already left the UK. 
Note that they arrive at a higher number of EU-8 
workers by including self-employed migrants 
which are not included in the WRS figures.
dent population increased by about 
160 000 – i.e. less than half.
Producing a complete picture of short-
term mobility flows between EU Mem-
ber States is difficult due to gaps in the 
data and the fact that both popula-
tion statistics and household surveys 
such as the LFS do not normally cover 
stays lasting less than a year. However, 
in addition to the examples given for 
the UK and Ireland, there is some fur-
ther evidence that short-term mobil-
ity is a sizable phenomenon, not only 
concerning the east-west dimension, 
but for the EU as a whole.
For example, administrative data19 
indicates that in 2006, over 750 000 
workers were posted by their employ-
ers to work in another Member State 
(including European Economic Area 
(EEA) countries and Switzerland) for 
19  Administrative data collected by the 
Commission (DG Employment). The data refer 
to E101 social security forms issued to workers 
for postings under 12 months to EU Member 
States, EEA countries and Switzerland. 
Chart 4: Posted workers by sending country, 2006 (000)
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Chart 5: Posted workers from the EU-15 and EU-10  
by receiving country, 2006 (000)
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a period of less than 12 months. The 
true number is likely to be higher 
as no information was available for 
workers posted from France, Spain, 
Bulgaria and Romania. 
Almost two thirds of recorded post-
ings originated in the EU-15 and a little 
over one third from the EU-10. How-
ever, in relative terms, posted work-
ers accounted for an average of 0.3% 
of the working-age population in the 
EU-15 sending countries and 0.5% in 
the EU-10 sending countries. Almost 
200 000 posted workers were Polish, 
with postings from the other EU-8 
much smaller in size (Chart 4). Among 
the EU-15, Germany sent almost as 
many posted workers (194 000) as 
Poland. Postings from Belgium, Lux-
embourg, the UK and the Netherlands 
were also relatively significant in size. 
Around 80% of postings were to-
wards the EU-15 and only about 4% 
to the EU-10, with the rest going to 
EEA countries and Switzerland (6%) 
or distributed among multiple des-
tinations or transport-related work-
ers active across the EU. The biggest 
receiving country in absolute terms 
was Germany, which received over 
150 000 posted workers, with France, 
Belgium and the Netherlands be-
ing other major recipients (Chart 5). 
While the vast majority of workers 
posted to Germany came from an 
EU-10 country (mostly Poland), the 
large majority of postings to the oth-
er Member States originated from an 
EU-15 Member State.
Overall, these figures suggest that 
postings form an important element 
of the European mobility equation, 
with a significant number of posted 
workers coming from not only the 
new but also the old Member States.
Another important form of short-term 
mobility, at least in some Member 
States, concerns seasonal work. For 
example, around 300 000 seasonal 
workers from several new Member 
States (and Croatia) were employed 
in Germany in 2007 under bilateral 
agreements, mainly in agriculture 
and the hotel and restaurant indus-
try (Table 7). Seasonal workers from 
Poland account for the largest share 
by far, but their numbers have fallen 
noticeably since 2004, as has the over-
all number of seasonal workers from 
the new Member States. The only sig-
nificant rise has been among seasonal 
workers from Romania who now rep-
resent almost 20% of the total.
What influences mobility  2.4. 
flows within the EU?
Reasons to stay and move 2.4.1. 
According to a recent Eurobarometer 
survey on geographical mobility with-
in the EU, a higher household income 
and better working conditions are 
the most important factors that tend 
to encourage Europeans to move to 
another country. Factors such as bet-
ter weather and being closer to fam-
ily and friends also seem to play a role 
in stimulating cross-border mobility. 
Other issues such as public transport, 
commuting time and school systems 
are only of minor importance in this 
respect (Chart 6).
The importance that citizens attach 
to these various factors appears to 
be strongly linked to their country of 
origin. Overall, potential mobility mo-
tivations in the new Member States 
are more related to socio-economic 
concerns, whereas citizens from the 
EU-15 also focus on other considera-
tions related to quality of life.
First and foremost, a higher household 
income is a considerably stronger 
motivation for moving abroad in the 
new Member States (46%) compared 
with the old ones (22%). In addition, 
housing conditions play a much more 
important role in the EU-12 than in 
the EU-15. Expectations for better 
working conditions and health-care 
facilities are also stronger motiva-
tions in the new Member States. In 
the old Member States, better weath-
er, discovering new environments, 
learning new languages and meet-
ing new people are significantly more 
important than in the new Member 
States and almost as important as a 
potentially higher   income or better 
 working  conditions.
Table 7: Foreign seasonal workers to Germany by nationality, 1997–2007
Year Total PL SK CZ HU SI RO BG HR
  persons % persons % persons % persons % persons % persons % persons % persons % persons %
1997 225 951 100 202 198 89.5 6 365 2.8 2 347 1.0 3 572 1.6  466 0.2 4 961 2.2  203 0.1 5 839 2.6
1998 231 810 100 209 398 90.3 5 534 2.4 2 182 0.9 3 200 1.4  359 0.2 6 236 2.7  236 0.1 4 665 2.0
1999 230 345 100 205 439 89.2 6 158 2.7 2 031 0.9 3 485 1.5  302 0.1 7 499 3.3  332 0.1 5 101 2.2
2000 263 805 100 229 135 86.9 8 375 3.2 3 235 1.2 4 139 1.6  311 0.1 11 842 4.5  825 0.3 5 943 2.3
2001 286 940 100 243 405 84.8 10 054 3.5 2 913 1.0 4 783 1.7  264 0.1 18 015 6.3 1 349 0.5 6 157 2.1
2002 307 182 100 259 615 84.5 10 654 3.5 2 791 0.9 4 227 1.4  257 0.1 22 233 7.2 1 492 0.5 5 913 1.9
2003 318 549 100 271 907 85.4 9 578 3.0 2 235 0.7 3 504 1.1  223 0.1 24 599 7.7 1 434 0.5 5 069 1.6
2004 333 690 100 286 623 85.9 8 995 2.7 1 974 0.6 2 784 0.8  195 0.1 27 190 8.1 1 249 0.4 4 680 1.4
2005 329 795 100 279 197 84.7 7 502 2.3 1 625 0.5 2 305 0.7  159 0.0 33 083 10.0 1 320 0.4 4 598 1.4
2006 303 492 100 236 267 77.8 6 778 2.2 1 232 0.4 1 806 0.6  141 0.0 51 190 16.9 1 293 0.4 4 785 1.6
2007 299 657 100 228 807 76.4 5 122 1.7 1 087 0.4 1 800 0.6  119 0.0 56 893 19.0 1 182 0.4 4 647 1.6
Source: Bundesamt für Migration und Flüchtlinge (2006), 2007 data from Bundesagentur für Arbeit, and DG EMPL calculations.123
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Chart 6: Factors which might encourage someone to move to another country
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Source: Special Eurobarometer 67.1, 2007, QD10.
Note: A maximum of three answers were possible. Question posed to persons with and without moving intentions.
Chart 7: Factors which might discourage someone from moving to another country
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Note: A maximum of three answers were possible. Question posed to persons with and without moving intentions.
Chart 8: Most important difficulties people expect to face if they wanted to move to another country
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However, in both the old and new 
Member States, a high percentage 
of respondents said that nothing 
would encourage them to move 
abroad (28% in the EU-15 and 21% 
in the EU-12).
By far the most common factor 
preventing EU citizens from mov-
ing abroad appears to be the fear 
of losing one’s social ties and net-
works – a concern which seems to 
be equally strongly pronounced 
among citizens from both the old 
and new Member States. Around 
45% of EU-15 and 47% of EU-12 re-
spondents said that they would be 
discouraged to move because of a 
resulting loss of direct contact with 
family or friends (Chart 7). 28% and 
26%, respectively, said that they 
would be reluctant to move be-
cause this would imply losing sup-
port from family and friends – e.g. 
for helping with taking care of chil-
dren or the elderly.
Concerning other obstacles, some 
interesting differences are observed. 
While worse health-care facilities 
would discourage around one in five 
EU-15 citizens from moving abroad, 
only 9% of EU-12 citizens said that they 
would be discouraged by it. Converse-
ly, housing conditions and household 
income seem to be more important 
for the new Member States. 
The main obstacle to moving to an-
other European country – in terms 
of the difficulties potential movers 
expect to face – is the concern about 
adequate language skills. Over 61% 
of EU-12 respondents and 57% of 
EU-15 respondents said that the lack 
of language skills would be a difficulty 
(Chart 8). Other major concerns link 
to finding a job in another Member 
State, adapting to a different culture 
in the destination country and finding 
adequate housing. 
While still significant, administrative 
barriers such as access to health care 
and social security, transfer of pen-
sion rights, obtaining residency or 
work permits and recognition of pro-
fessional qualifications seem to be of 
lesser concern.
Income gaps between  2.4.2. 
Member States
The Eurobarometer survey results on the 
drivers of and barriers to mobility appear 
to be, by and large, a good reflection of 
migration incentives found in the litera-
ture and of existing income and employ-
ment gaps between Member States.
Migration theory suggests that mone-
tary and non-monetary arguments af-
fect migration decisions.20 Individuals 
form expectations on income levels at 
different destinations, which are de-
termined by the respective wage lev-
els and employment opportunities.21 
Moreover, since migration involves 
sunk costs, expectations on the future 
development of wages and employ-
ment opportunities are relevant.22
20  See Sjaastadt (1962) and Stark (1991).
21  Harris and Todaro (1970).
22  Burda (1995).
Table 8: GNI and hourly wages in the EU
Member 
State
2007 2007 2006*
GNI per capita in PPS GNI per capita in euro
Hourly gross wages and 
salaries
PPS
EU-15 = 
100
Euro
EU-15 = 
100
Euro
EU-15 = 
100
BE         29 900  108         31 500  109 17.4 120
DK         31 400  114         42 500  147 24.3 167
DE         28 600  104         29 700  102 16.5 114
IE         31 000  112         36 500  126 17.7 121
EL         23 800  86         20 000  69 6.0 41
ES         25 200  91         22 800  79 10.8 74
FR         27 700  100         29 900  103 17.6 121
IT         25 100  91         25 700  89 9.9 68
LU         56 300  204         60 400  208 26.0 178
NL         33 300  121         34 800  120 17.6 121
AT         31 400  114         32 400  112 14.4 99
PT         17 600  64         14 700  51 : :
FI         29 600  107         34 000  117 15.5 106
SE         31 300  113         37 100  128 17.7 121
UK         29 400  107         33 400  115 17.0 117
EU-15         27 600  100         29 000  100 14.6 100
CZ         18 700  68         11 500  40 3.7 25
EE         16 700  61         10 900  38 3.5 24
CY         22 100  80         19 200  66 8.3 57
LV         13 900  50          8 400  29 2.9 20
LT         14 300  52          8 000  28 2.9 20
HU         14 800  54          9 300  32 4.2 29
MT         18 700  68         12 800  44 7.2 50
PL         12 900  47          7 700  27 3.3 23
SI         22 000  80         16 300  56 8.3 57
SK         16 400  59          9 800  34 3.4 23
EU-10         15 200  55          9 100  31 3.5 24
BG          9 300  34          3 700  13 1.0 7
RO          9 600  35          5 400  19 1.5 10
EU-2          9 400  34          4 900  17 1.4 9
EU-25         25 600  93         25 900  89 12.7 87
EU-27         24 600  89         24 600  85 12.0 82
Source: Eurostat, annual national accounts and DG EMPL calculations.
Note: * BG and RO data for 2005.125
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A look at income gaps between Mem-
ber States indicates that there are in-
deed monetary incentives for labour 
mobility, in particular from the newer 
Member States to the EU-15. Meas-
ured in purchasing power standards 
(PPS), gross national income (GNI) per 
capita in the EU-10 ranges from 47% in 
Poland to 80% in Slovenia and Cyprus 
relative to the EU-15 average range in 
2007. Gross national income (GNI) per 
capita in PPS of Bulgaria and Romania 
are at 34% and 35%, respectively, of 
the EU-15 average (Table 8).
Purchasing power parity estimates 
tend to understate monetary incen-
tives for labour mobility, since mi-
grants can consume a part of their 
earnings in their home countries or 
remit a part of their income to their 
families. Consequently, differences in 
earnings at current exchange rates 
may also affect migration decisions. 
At current exchange rates, the GNI 
per capita of the EU-10 amounted to 
about 31% of that in the EU-15 in 2007 
and 17% for Bulgaria and Romania. 
The wage gap is even larger. Average 
hourly gross wages and salaries in the 
EU-10 are only around a quarter of those 
earned in the EU-15. In Bulgaria and Ro-
mania they are on average at around 7% 
and 10% of EU-15 wages respectively. 
A simple comparison between income 
levels and intra-EU mobility rates indi-
Chart 9: GNI per capita versus recent mobility from the new  
Member States to the EU-15
GNI per capita in PPS 2004 (EU-15 = 100)
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Member State (see also Chart 3).
Chart 10: GNI per capita versus recent mobility among the EU-15 
GNI per capita in PPS 2004 (EU-15 = 100)
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Note: Recently EU mobile defined as working-age persons who have been resident four years and less in another 
Member State (see also Chart 3).
Chart 11: Convergence of GNI  
per capita in PPS, 2000–07
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Chart 12: Convergence of GNI 
per capita in euro, 2000–07
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Chart 13: Convergence of hourly 
gross wages and salaries, 2000–06
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cates that there indeed seems to be a 
relationship between the propensity 
to move to another Member State and 
the income gap between sending and 
receiving countries. Chart 9 shows the 
correlation between GNI per capita (in 
PPS) in the EU-12 as a percentage of 
the EU-15 average and the share of a 
Member State’s population that moved 
to another Member State during the 
last four years. In order to account for 
some lag between the perception of 
an income gap and the actual mobil-
ity taking place, the GNI data relates 
to 2004, while the mobility rates refer 
to those who in 2007 had been resi-
dent for four years or less in another 
Member State (as presented in Chart 
3). The chart shows that recent mobil-
ity was lowest in the Central and East-
ern European Member States with the 
smallest income gap to the EU-15 (the 
Czech Republic and Hungary), while it 
was higher for Member States with a 
relatively large income gap. Cyprus is 
an exception, with a small income gap 
but a relatively high emigration rate.23
Comparing the same two variables for 
the EU-15 produces a different picture. 
Interestingly, the correlation seems 
to go the other way for most of the 
23  Malta and Slovenia are not included in 
the graph due to the fact that recent mobility 
figures from both countries as recorded by the 
EU LFS are too small to be reliable.
EU-15. As shown in Chart 10, EU-15 
Member States with a relatively high 
national income also tend to exhibit 
higher intra-EU mobility rates, with the 
exception of Portugal and Greece.
This seems to confirm findings from 
the Eurobarometer survey on mobil-
ity presented above, suggesting that 
income- and employment-related 
mobility incentives are relatively less 
important than other factors com-
pared with the new Member States. It 
also implies that, together with a sig-
nificantly lower average mobility rate 
in the EU-15, the average propensity 
to migrate is likely to decrease for the 
new Member States as their incomes 
further converge towards the EU-15 
average. Moreover, incomes do not 
need to converge fully on the EU-15 
average for migration rates to decline 
as the examples of Hungary or the 
Czech Republic show.
Convergence of incomes 2.4.3. 
There is strong evidence that national 
income and wage levels between 
the old and new Member States are 
converging. In 2000, the purchasing-
power-adjusted GNI per capita for the 
EU-10 amounted to 46% of that for 
the EU-15, but reached 55% in 2007. A 
similar convergence trend can be ob-
served for Bulgaria and Romania. 
A similar pattern also emerges for the 
convergence of the gross domestic 
product (GDP) per capita at current 
exchange rates: the initial gap in 2000 
declined both in case of the EU-10 and 
EU-2 by almost 10 percentage points 
by 2007 (Chart 12).
Employment  2.4.4. 
opportunities
Labour market conditions between 
the EU-15 and the new Member States 
have also converged since the begin-
ning of the decade. In fact, unemploy-
ment rates both in the EU-10 and EU-2 
are now below the EU-15 average, with 
the exception of Poland, Slovakia and 
Hungary (Chart 14).  Moreover, lower 
unemployment rates tend to correlate 
with lower emigration rates as suggest-
ed by the data presented in Chart 15. 
Chart 14: Unemployment rates in the EU, 2000 and 2007
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Source: Eurostat, EU LFS, harmonised unemployment rates, annual averages.
Chart 15: Unemployment rates versus recent mobility from the new 
Member States to the EU-15
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Altogether, unemployment risks there-
fore do not seem to create specific mi-
gration   incentives in the new Member 
States.24
Demographic  2.4.5. 
developments in the sending 
countries
As explored in this section, the vast 
majority of recent mobile workers from 
the new Member States are young. Al-
most 80% of recent EU-10 and close 
to 70% of recent EU-2 mobile workers 
have been under the age of 35. 
At the same time, however, the pro-
portion of the population aged 15–34 
in the new Member States, overall, 
and the working-age population will 
shrink substantially in the near future. 
As shown in Chart 16, the working-
age population share of persons aged 
15–34 in the EU-10 average has al-
ready been falling in recent years and 
will converge to the EU-15 share by 
around 2020 under population pro-
jections which do not take into ac-
count net migration changes. 
As a result, the pool of potential mov-
ers from the Central and Eastern Euro-
pean Member States (but also the EU-
15) is getting smaller and this decrease 
is likely to act soon – if not already the 
case – as a brake on geographical la-
bour mobility within the EU.
The eroding role of  2.4.6. 
distance
Theories of migration decisions tradi-
tionally highlight the role of migration 
costs, particularly the costs of distance 
(e.g. Sjaastadt, 1962; Stark, 1991). The 
social and psychological costs of mov-
ing to an unfamiliar environment in-
deed play an important role, affecting 
the structure of migration (see e.g. 
Brücker and Schröder, 2006). 
24  Note, however, that migrants can optimize 
with regard to wage levels and unemployment 
risks across locations. In particular, migrants 
from the EU-8 cluster in countries and regions 
with high wage levels and low unemployment 
rates in the EU-15, such that a comparison 
of average unemployment and wage rates 
between the EU-15 and the new Member 
States need to be taken with some caution.
Chart 16: Percentage of population aged 15–34 out of working-age 
population, 2004–20
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Chart 17: Labour market status of recent intra-EU movers and total 
population (aged 15–64), 2007
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Chart 18: Share of self-employed citizens and employees among 
overall employment and recent EU mobile workers in the EU, 2006
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However, as argued by Brücker et al. 
(2008), the role of geographical dis-
tance in migration costs tends to de-
cline with the emergence of low-cost 
air carriers. Low-budget air transport 
has two important effects on migra-
tion particularly in the European 
context: first, the role of fixed costs in 
transport increases, while the role of 
variable costs diminishes. As a conse-
quence, the impact of geographical 
distance decreases. Second, due to 
the high share of fixed costs, trans-
port costs tend to decline with an 
increasing migrant community. As a 
consequence, transport costs become 
endogenous: the more migrants set-
tle in a certain location, the lower the 
migration costs. Thus, within the Euro-
pean context, it becomes increasingly 
uncertain where movers settle. 
This may have important implica-
tions for the geographical structure 
of labour mobility in the context of 
EU enlargement: while past migration 
patterns in the EU have been largely 
determined by geographical proxim-
ity, the emergence of low-cost car-
riers makes it more and more likely 
that migrants will choose destinations 
on the basis of other criteria such as 
language, climate or labour market 
conditions. Moreover, network effects 
may become more significant, since 
transport costs depend on the size of 
the migrant community.
Chart 20: Age distribution of recent mobile and total active working-
age population, 2007
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Chart 21: Gender distribution of mobile and total active population, 2007
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Chart 19: Share of self-employed citizens and employees among 
recent EU mobile workers in selected EU-15 Member States, 2007
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What are the main  3. 
characteristics of mobile 
workers in the EU?
This section gives an overview of the 
socio-economic profile of intra-EU 
movers. To analyse the characteristics 
of recent movers – instead of the over-
all stock of foreigners by nationality – 
this analysis looks at EU-15, EU-10 and 
EU-2 citizens who have been resident 
in another EU Member State for four 
years or less and compares them with 
the characteristics of the overall resi-
dent population of the EU-15, EU-10 
and EU-2. 
Labour market status  3.1. 
People moving from the EU-12 to the 
EU-15 show higher labour market 
participation and employment rates 
than the overall populations both 
in the sending and receiving coun-
tries. The average employment rate 
of the recent intra-EU movers from 
the EU-10 amounts to 78% – around 
18 percentage points higher than 
the average employment rate in the 
EU-10 sending countries and over 10 
percentage points higher than in the 
EU-15 receiving countries (Chart 17). 
Recent intra-EU movers from Bulgaria 
and Romania have an average em-
ployment rate of 67% – equal to the 
average employment rate in the EU-
15 and 7 percentage points higher 
than the overall employment rate in 
the EU-2. By comparison, the employ-
ment rate of recent movers from the 
EU-15 totals 65% – slightly below that 
of the overall EU-15 population.
Table 9: Employment of total resident populations and recently mobile citizens by economic activity, 2007 
(% of total employment by group) 
Economic activity 
(Nace Rev.1)
EU-15 EU-10 EU-2
Total 
resident 
population
Mobile EU-15 
citizens
Total 
resident 
population
Mobile EU-10 
citizens
Total 
resident 
population
Mobile EU-2 
citizens
A Agriculture 3.1 : 9.4 2.3 20.8 7.1
B Fishing 0.1 : 0.1 : (0.1) 0.0
C Mining and quarrying 0.2 : 1.2 : 1.2 :
D Manufacturing 17.5 15.9 22.5 25.3 22.7 10.0
E Electricity gas and water supply 0.7 : 1.5 : 2.0 :
F Construction 8.3 8.4 8.3 13.2 8.0 28.4
G Wholesale and retail trade 14.3 10.8 14.6 12.1 13.8 6.3
H Hotels and restaurants 4.6 9.1 2.9 13.3 2.5 13.2
I  Transport storage and communication 6.1 6.2 7.0 7.7 5.9 (2.0)
J Financial  intermediation 3.3 4.8 2.3 : 1.2 :
K Real estate renting and business activities 10.6 17.4 6.5 9.4 3.6 6.4
L Public  administration 7.4 2.7 6.5 : 5.8 :
M Education 7.1 7.4 7.3 2.0 5.1 :
N Health and social work 10.7 8.9 6.1 6.3 4.4 3.1
O Other community social and personal service 4.9 4.9 3.8 4.0 2.7 (2.1)
P Private households 1.3 : 0.2 2.1 0.4 19.4
Q Extra-territorial organisations 0.1 (1.4) (0.0):::
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS, annual data.
Note: Recent movers defined as EU-10/2 citizens resident four years and fewer in an EU-15 Member State - “:” - Figures too small to be reliable. Figures in brackets of limited reliabil-
ity. For some activities (e.g. agriculture, construction, hotels and restaurants) the LFS may understate the number of employed due to underestimation of seasonal workers.
Table 10: Share of recent EU mobile among EU-15 employment by  
economic activity, 2007 (per 1 000 employed in activity)
Economic activity 
(Nace Rev.1)
EU-15 
mobile
EU-10 
mobile
EU-2 
mobile
A Agriculture : 2.6 4.1
B Fishing : : 0.0
C Mining and quarrying :::
D Manufacturing 2.7 5.0 1.0
E Electricity gas and water supply :::
F Construction 2.9 5.7 6.1
G Wholesale and retail trade 2.2 3.0 0.7
H Hotels and restaurants 5.8 10.6 5.2
I  Transport storage and communication 3.0 4.5 (0.6)
J  Financial intermediation 4 . 4::
K Real estate renting and business activities 4.8 3.2 1.1
L  Public administration 1 . 1::
M Education 3.0 1.0 :
N Health and social work 2.5 2.1 0.5
O Other community social and personal service 2.9 2.9 (0.8)
P Private households : 5.9 26.7
Q Extra-territorial organisations (52.9) : :
Source: EU LFS, annual data.
Note: Recent movers defined as EU-10/2 citizens resident four years and fewer in an EU-15 Member State - “:” - 
Figures too small to be reliable. Figures in brackets of limited reliability. For some occupations (e.g. in agriculture, 
construction, hotels and restaurants) the LFS may understate the number of employed due to underestimation of 
seasonal workers.130
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With respect to unemployment, the 
share of unemployed comes to around 
6% for recent EU-10 movers, 9% for 
EU-2 movers and around 6% for EU-
15 movers.25 Unemployment among 
recent EU movers is therefore slightly 
higher than average unemployment in 
the sending and receiving countries.
Self-employed and  3.2. 
employees 
Given that restrictions on the free 
movement of workers under transition-
al arrangements only apply to people 
who want to take a job as a dependent 
employee, there have been concerns 
that this may lead to an increased in-
flow of (real and ‘false’) self-employed 
people who are not to subject to such 
restrictions on free movement.
25  Note that these are unemployment to 
population ratios which are different from 
the unemployment rates which measures 
unemployment relative to the active population.
Overall averages indicate, however, 
that the share of self-employed recent 
movers in the EU-15 is in fact lower 
than the share of self-employed in the 
respective sending countries (Chart 
18). Moreover, the share of self-em-
ployed recent EU-10 and EU-2 movers 
to the EU-15 is below the overall self-
employment rate in the EU-15.
However, there are substantial dif-
ferences between Member States, as 
shown in Chart 19 which presents the 
proportion of self-employed recent 
movers for the main receiving coun-
tries for which data are sufficiently 
available. According to this data, in 
the UK the share of self-employed is 
small, being almost identical for both 
recent immigrants from the EU-15 
and the EU-10 (7% and 8% respec-
tively). In contrast, around half of em-
ployed recent arrivals from the EU-2 
to the UK and almost 40% of recent 
arrivals from the EU-10 to Germany 
are self-employed.
The main reason for this may be due 
to the fact that Germany still restricts 
the free movement of workers from 
the new Member States while the UK 
opened its borders to EU-8 labour mi-
grants from the day of accession, but 
has implemented restrictions with 
respect to Bulgarians and Romani-
ans. This has reduced the number of 
employees relative to self-employed 
coming to Germany and the UK from 
those Member States for which restric-
tions are applied. The question of how 
much is the share of self-employed 
movers from the new Member States 
observed in a destination country due 
to false or ‘bogus’ self-employment 
cannot be answered on the basis of 
the available data.
Age and gender 3.3. 
A look at age distributions shows that 
EU mobile workers are substantially 
younger than the overall labour forces 
in the sending and receiving countries. 
Table 11: Occupation of total resident employment and of employed mobile citizens, 2007 
 (% of total employment by group)
Occupation 
(ISCO-88)
EU-15 EU-10 EU-2
Total 
resident 
population
Mobile 
EU-15 
citizens
Total 
resident 
population
Mobile 
EU-10 
citizens
Total 
resident 
population
Mobile 
EU-2 
citizens
1  Legislators, senior officials and managers 8.8 11.7 6.8 2.6 3.9 :
2 Professionals 13.9 26.6 14.0 4.3 10.6 3.1
3  Technicians and associate professionals 17.4 16.8 14.1 5.2 9.8 (2.4)
4 Clerks 11.9 9.0 7.5 4.4 5.3 (2.0)
5  Service workers and shop and market sales workers 13.9 11.9 12.6 17.6 12.3 16.0
6  Skilled agricultural and fishery workers 2.5 : 7.6 : 17.2 2.9
7  Craft and related trades workers 13.6 8.3 17.3 16.0 17.0 28.3
8  Plant and machine operators and assemblers 8.1 5.5 12.2 18.0 12.3 4.4
9 Elementary  occupations 9.9 9.9 7.9 31.0 11.8 39.1
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS, annual data.
Note: “:” - figures too small to be reliable. Figures in brackets of limited reliability.
Table 12: Share of recent mobile among total EU-15 employment by occupation, 2007 
 (per 1 000 employed in occupation)
Occupation 
(ISCO-88)
EU-15 mobile EU-10 mobile EU-2 mobile
1  Legislators, senior officials and managers 3.8 1.1 :
2 Professionals 5.5 1.1 0.4
3  Technicians and associate professionals 2.8 1.0 (0.2)
4 Clerks 2.2 1.3 :
5  Service workers and shop and market sales workers 2.4 4.6 2.0
6  Skilled agricultural and fishery workers : : 2.1
7  Craft and related trades workers 1.8 4.2 3.7
8  Plant and machine operators and assemblers 2.0 7.7 1.0
9 Elementary  occupations 2.9 11.4 7.1
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS, annual data.
Note: “:” - figures too small to be reliable. Figures in brackets of limited reliability.131
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This is especially true for mobile work-
ers from the EU-10 of which close to 
80% are under the age of 35. As for EU-2 
mobile workers, close to 70% are under 
35. Recent EU-15 mobile workers, how-
ever, tend to be older on average than 
their counterparts from the EU-10 and 
EU-2, with only 62% under 35 and the 
share of the very young – aged 15–24 
– being significantly smaller.
As to the gender breakdown, the av-
erage percentage of females among 
recent mobile workers from the EU-10 
and EU-15 seem to be a reflection of 
the gender distribution in the overall 
labour forces of the EU-10 and EU-15, 
with around 55% of the active popu-
lations being male and the other 45% 
being female. In the case of recent 
mobile EU-2 workers, the share of 
women is almost equal to that of men 
and therefore somewhat higher than 
the overall average in the EU-2 send-
ing countries.
Employment structure by  3.4. 
economic activity
With respect to employment struc-
ture by sector, there are significant 
differences between mobile workers 
and the overall resident population of 
sending and receiving countries and 
differences according to nationality. 
Compared with overall EU-15 employ-
ment by sector, more recent EU-15 
mobile workers tend to work in hotel 
and restaurant activities and real es-
tate, renting and business activities. 
In contrast, they are significantly less 
likely to work in agriculture, wholesale 
and retail trade, public administration 
and health and social work.
Workers from the EU-10 resident in the 
EU-15 tend to be significantly ‘over-
represented’ in manufacturing, con-
struction, hotels and restaurants, real 
estate, renting and business activities, 
and as employees of private house-
holds. They are under-represented 
mainly in wholesale and retail trade, 
public administration and education.
As for mobile workers from Bulgaria 
and Romania and compared to the 
sector breakdown of EU-15 employ-
ment, they tend to be significantly 
more likely to work in agriculture, 
construction, hotels and restaurants 
and private households, while their 
share in manufacturing, wholesale 
and retail trade, public administration, 
education and health and social work 
is well below average.
These findings are also largely reflect-
ed in the employment share of recent 
intra-EU movers to the EU-15 by indi-
vidual economic sector. 
Employment structure by  3.5. 
occupation
Well over half of the recent mobile 
workers from the EU-15 are employed 
in professions that can be broadly de-
scribed as high-skilled (International 
Standard Classification of Occupations, 
ISCO, categories 1, 2 and 3) (Table 11). 
Only around 10% work in low-skilled 
elementary occupations while about 
a third hold jobs which tend to require 
intermediate-level qualifications.26
The occupational distribution of re-
cent arrivals from the new Member 
States is on average quite different 
from that of EU-15 movers, the over-
all EU-15 workforce and the sending 
countries’ workforce. Almost a third 
26  This grouping of ISCO categories into ‘high-
skilled’, ‘intermediate’ and ‘low-skilled’ follows 
an OECD methodology presented in OECD 
(2007a), pp. 155–156.
of all recent EU-10 and almost 40% of 
EU-2 movers work in low-skill elemen-
tary jobs and are strongly under-rep-
resented in high-skilled jobs. Both are 
also relatively more concentrated in 
intermediate-level occupations.
These differences in the occupational 
distribution of the different groups of 
intra-EU movers are also reflected in 
their employment share by individual 
occupation. The highest numbers of 
recently arrived EU-10 workers are 
found in service and retail, crafts and 
manufacturing and, above all, ele-
mentary jobs, while their employment 
share in professional jobs and other 
higher-skill occupations is quite small 
(Table 12). The employment share of 
recent mobile EU-2 workers among 
the higher-skill occupations is even 
lower, with a relatively high number 
employed in crafts and elementary 
occupations. Recent mobile EU-15 na-
tionals, however, have a relatively high 
employment share in professional oc-
cupations and among technical pro-
fessions and senior functions.
Educational attainment 3.6. 
In the context of the general migra-
tion and mobility debate, the issue of 
migrants’ skill levels plays an impor-
tant role. In the sending countries, one 
particular concern is that too much 
emigration, especially of high-skilled 
persons with tertiary education, could 
lead to ‘brain drain’ and labour short-
ages. In the receiving countries, in 
Chart 22: Educational attainment of mobile and total active population, 
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contrast, there are fears that labour 
from abroad could substitute local 
workers and take away their jobs.
Unfortunately, any analysis of the 
qualifications of foreign nationals is 
made difficult by the fact that the LFS 
as the main available data source has 
problems in correctly capturing the 
educational attainment of foreigners, 
in particular if qualifications were ob-
tained outside the host country and 
cannot be correctly classified in the 
survey. For this reason, this analysis 
excludes data on foreigners in the UK 
where the data is known to be par-
ticularly problematic. Moreover, data 
for Ireland and some other Member 
States may be less reliable through a 
high non-response rate concerning 
foreigners’ educational attainment.
With this caveat in mind, Chart 22 sug-
gests that around a quarter of recent 
mobile workers from the EU-10 may 
be highly skilled, while around 60% 
are medium-skilled and only 15% fall 
into the low-skill category. Among 
recent mobile workers from the EU-2, 
the highly skilled share is somewhat 
smaller than for the EU-10 mobile 
while the share of the low-skilled is 
substantially higher. 
Compared with the skill distribution 
in the sending countries, the share of 
the highly skilled among those who 
have recently left the country is on av-
erage somewhat higher than among 
the total labour force of the sending 
countries. However, the percentage 
of medium-skilled recent emigrants 
tends to be significantly lower than 
in the overall labour force, while the 
share of the low-skilled emigrants is 
relatively higher. Overall, these figures 
do not suggest a massive loss of highly 
skilled workers for the sending EU-10 
and EU-2 countries, at least at this ag-
gregated level. However, a more de-
tailed discussion of the issue of brain 
drain for the sending countries will be 
provided in section 5 of this chapter.
Differing from the skill profile of the 
EU-10/2 mobile, the share of high-skilled 
workers is much higher among recent 
EU-15 mobile workers. One likely reason 
for this is that EU-15 movers tend to be 
on average significantly older than their 
counterparts from the EU-10/2 and are 
therefore more likely to have attained 
tertiary education. Moreover, other fac-
tors such as differences in the occupa-
tional and sectoral employment profile 
are also likely explanations.
In addition, the data shows that the 
share of low-skilled EU-15 movers is rel-
atively small (19%), being substantially 
below the percentage of low-skilled 
workers in the overall EU-15 labour 
force. And while the proportion of the 
highly skilled among EU-10 movers is 
almost the same as that in the EU-15 la-
bour force, the share of medium-skilled 
EU-10 movers appears to be substan-
tially higher. In the case of EU-2 mov-
ers, the share of the low-skilled seems 
to be about equal to that of the overall 
EU-15 labour force; the percentage of 
high-skilled workers is substantially 
lower, but the share of medium-skilled 
workers is also significantly higher.
Comparing skill distributions with oc-
cupational distributions presented in 
the previous subsection suggests that 
many recent arrivals from the EU-2 and 
EU-10 are not employed according to 
their skill level. The percentage of re-
cent EU-10/2 movers with tertiary edu-
cation is substantially higher than those 
who currently work in high-skilled jobs, 
while the share of the poorly qualified 
is significantly below the percentage of 
those who perform low-skilled jobs.
This seems to be confirmed by Drink-
water et al. (2006) and Brücker et al. 
(2008) who present evidence that the 
skills of recent arrivals from the EU-8, 
in particular Poland, have not been 
put to the best use. This ‘brain waste’ 
phenomenon is found to have po-
tentially two main consequences. On 
the one side, it may have a negative 
impact on human capital formation 
in the sending countries as it may re-
duce incentives to acquire higher skills 
among those who are planning to go 
abroad. On the other, it may encour-
age return mobility as those whose 
skills are not used efficiently may be 
more likely to go back to the sending 
country, in particular if their potential 
return to education increases on the 
labour market of their home country.
Economic impacts of  4. 
intra-EU mobility
Impact on wages and  4.1. 
employment
Empirical findings 4.1.1. 
A frequently heard public concern re-
garding labour immigration in general 
and labour mobility in the context of 
EU enlargement is that workers from 
abroad take away jobs from the native 
population, drive down local wages 
and burden the welfare systems of the 
host countries. Whether or not these 
concerns hold true is the topic of a wide 
body of economic literature which is 
summarised in Chapter 2 herein. This 
section will therefore focus mostly on 
the available empirical evidence con-
cerning the impact of labour mobility 
between EU Member States.
The actual extent to which local work-
ers’ wages and employment opportu-
nities are affected by immigration has 
been widely examined through eco-
nomic research, the main conclusion 
being that:
The empirical literature from around 
the world suggests little or no evidence 
that immigrants have had a major im-
pact on native labour market outcomes 
such as wages and unemployment.27 
The largest adverse effect is found in 
a study by Borjas (2003) for the US. His 
results suggest that an increase in the 
immigrant share in a labour market, 
defined by education and labour mar-
ket experience, by 1 percentage point 
could reduce native wages by 0.4%. 
However, recent metastudies of this lit-
erature by Longhi et al. (2004 and 2006) 
find that a 1% increase in the number of 
immigrants involves on average a 0.1% 
wage decline, while the increase in na-
tives’ unemployment is a mere 0.024%.
Concerning Europe, a range of studies 
covering time periods before or after 
enlargement consistently find little 
or no negative impact from immigra-
tion on local workers. For example, 
27  See Blanchflower et al. (2007).133
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  assessments of EU-8 migration to the 
UK by Portes and French (2005), Gilpin 
et al. (2006) and most recently Lemos 
and Portes (2008) find no significant 
adverse effects of EU-8 migration on 
claimant unemployment, either over-
all or for any identifiable subgroup, in-
cluding the young or low-skilled. They 
also find no statistically significant 
impact on wages. Blanchflower et al. 
(2007) report that recent immigration 
to the UK has probably not led to an in-
crease in the natural rate of unemploy-
ment in the very recent past and that 
recent immigration continues to sup-
press inflationary pressures. For Ireland 
and Sweden, Doyle et al. (2006) identify 
no evidence of displacement of native 
workers by labour immigrants from the 
new Member States. 
For Spain, Carrasco et al. (2008) estimate 
the labour market impact of migration 
to Spain during the 1990s. Despite a 
rapid acceleration of immigration to the 
country during the second half of the 
1990s, they find no significant negative 
effects of this immigration on either the 
employment or wages of native workers. 
This is essentially confirmed by Pajares 
(2007) who also looks at the impact of 
more recent immigration to Spain since 
the beginning of the decade. Concern-
ing natives’ employment opportunities, 
he determines no evidence that they are 
negatively affected by immigration, but 
rather that they seem to be improved 
by the inflow of immigrants who play a 
complementary role on the labour mar-
ket. Moreover, he locates no evidence 
that immigration has put a downward 
pressure on average wages for native 
workers, with the possible exception of 
those at the very low wage end of the 
labour market. Looking at immigration 
along different skill groups for the pe-
riod 1975–97 for Germany, Bonin (2005) 
find no significant negative impact on 
natives’ wages and employment oppor-
tunities, suggesting that immigrants are 
complements – rather than substitutes 
– for native workers.
One of the difficulties in assessing the 
impact of labour migration from the 
Eastern and Central European Mem-
ber States after enlargement is the 
fact that not all Member States have 
opened their labour markets to work-
ers from the EU-8 or Bulgaria and Ro-
mania. While estimates for previous pe-
riods and countries which have already 
opened their labour markets take into 
account observable migration flows 
and labour market developments, pre-
dictions on the potential impact of fu-
ture migration need to either draw in-
ferences from previous examples or be 
based on simulation models. In the EU 
enlargement context, several studies 
have simulated the labour market ef-
fect of east-west migration on individ-
ual economies or the EU as a whole. 
For Germany, Baas et al. (2006) and 
BMWI (2007) look at the labour mar-
ket effects of migration from the EU-8 
and Romania and Bulgaria in the con-
text of overall economic impact of EU 
enlargement. They find that the EU’s 
eastern enlargement has brought sub-
stantial welfare gains for the German 
economy, mainly through a closer in-
tegration of goods and capital markets 
leading to higher productivity and total 
output. Increases in total output also 
has positive labour market effects as 
it increases wages and reduces unem-
ployment. The exact size of the labour 
market impact depends on the degree 
of free movement granted to potential 
labour immigrants and the assumed 
size of ensuing migration flows. Both 
studies find that wage growth and the 
decline in unemployment rates would 
be slightly slower under a free move-
ment scenario compared with keeping 
current restrictions on labour market 
access. However, even taking these 
effects into account, free movement 
would not decrease wages and em-
ployment and EU enlargement would 
still have a positive overall effect on the 
labour market. Baas et al. (2007) there-
fore concludes that:
Given the general increase in employ-
ment through EU enlargement, main-
taining restrictions against the new 
Member States is difficult to justify. 
The Common Market can not function 
in the long-term if individual Mem-
ber States intend to avoid the alleged 
problems of integration.28
28  Baas et al. (2007), p. 6, own translation into 
English.
For Austria, Prettner and Stiglbauer 
(2007) conclude that a complete 
opening of the Austrian labour mar-
ket to workers from the EU-8 would 
have a neutral or slightly negative im-
pact on aggregate unemployment in 
the long run, and a modest short-run 
increase in unemployment in particu-
lar among the low-qualified. They also 
find that immigration would ease in-
flationary pressures in the country. 
For Europe as a whole, Brücker 
(2007) analyses labour market ef-
fects on the basis of two migration 
scenarios: in an eastern enlargement 
scenario, the stock of migrants from 
the NMS-10 will increase by some 3 
million persons between 2003 and 
2014, while under the conditions of 
a pre-enlargement status quo it will 
increase by about 1.1 million per-
sons. The estimated wage effects of 
the eastern enlargement compared 
with the pre-enlargement status quo 
are neutral in both the sending and 
the receiving countries in the long 
run, and the long-term effects on the 
unemployment rate are negligible. 
In the short run, wages may decline 
in the EU-15 by up to 0.2%, while the 
unemployment rate may increase 
by up to 0.1 percentage points, all 
things being equal. In the new Mem-
ber States, wages may increase by up 
to 1%, while the unemployment rate 
may decline by up to 1.2 percentage 
points in the short term. In addition 
to adjustments in capital stocks, links 
between migration and international 
trade and capital mobility togeth-
er with the sectoral adjustment of 
economies also tend to mitigate the 
labour market effects of migration.
More recently, Brücker et al. (2008) find 
that the actually observed east-west 
mobility flows during the 2003–07 pe-
riod have dampened EU-15 average 
wages by only 0.08% in the short run, 
with no impact at all the long run. The 
short-run impact on unemployment is 
also found to be marginal, with an es-
timated increase of the average EU-15 
unemployment rate of only 0.04 per-
centage points in the short run and 
a neutral effect in the longer run due 
to the inflow of EU-8 workers and a 
similar moderate effect concerning 134
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EU-2 mobility. Moreover, taking into 
account differences in qualifications, 
no serious impacts are found for low-
skilled and medium-skilled workers 
(let alone the highly skilled).
Descriptive evidence on  4.1.2. 
wages and employment
A look at descriptive wage and em-
ployment data in the main EU desti-
nation countries also does not appear 
to support concerns that the inflow of 
workers from the new Member States 
may have caused serious labour mar-
ket disturbances.
Chart 23 shows that overall nominal 
hourly earnings in industry and serv-
ices (excluding agriculture and public 
administration) have continued in-
creasing in all Member States shown 
in the chart. This applies not only to 
the overall average, but also to indi-
vidual economic sectors which tend to 
employ a relatively high share of for-
eign workers – namely manufacturing, 
construction, hotels and restaurants 
and agriculture (see Chart 24–27). 
A look at the development of unem-
ployment rates in the main EU-15 
receiving countries since the begin-
ning of the decade also shows that 
the overall unemployment situation 
is not worse in the UK, Ireland and 
Austria, broadly remaining at the low 
levels of the pre-enlargement period. 
In Italy, Spain and Germany, overall 
unemployment rates have decreased 
substantially and are significantly be-
low pre-enlargement unemployment 
rates, so far even when taking into ac-
count recent changes in in trend since 
the end of 2007 (Chart 28). 
In Austria, the unemployment rate of 
non-foreigners has dropped to less 
than 4% in 2006 and 2007, despite 
an inflow of foreigners from the new 
Member States which has been similar 
to that in the UK relative to population 
size. In Ireland, unemployment rates 
of native citizens were already low be-
fore the opening of labour markets to 
EU-8 workers in 2004 and have further 
declined since then until very recent-
ly, with the slower economic growth 
affecting labour markets. In the UK, 
unemployment rates of UK nationals 
were only slightly higher in 2006 and 
2007 compared with 2004 and 2005. 
Empirical evidence suggests, howev-
er, that there is no significant relation-
ship between the new immigration 
from the EU-8 and the recent increase 
in the actual unemployment rate in 
the UK – rather it is a reflection of a 
general slack in the labour market.29
29  See Blanchflower et al. (2007), pp. 25–32.
Chart 23: Development of hourly gross wages and salaries in industry and serv-
ices (excluding public administration) in major receiving countries, 2000–08
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Source: Eurostat, quarterly labour cost index – wages and statistics, working day and seasonally adjusted.
Chart 24: Development of hourly gross wages and salaries in the 
manufacturing sector in major receiving countries, 2000–08
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Chart 25: Development of hourly gross wages and salaries in the 
 construction sector in major receiving countries, 2000–08
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In Italy, Spain and Germany, over-
all unemployment rates have de-
creased substantially and are now 
significantly below pre-enlarge-
ment unemployment rates, even 
when taking into account very re-
cent increases in employment due 
to   economic slowdown. 
This general picture largely also holds 
true for the low-skilled part of the la-
bour force (Chart 29).
 A similar picture is found when look-
ing at employment rates in the main 
EU receiving countries. In Germany, 
Ireland, Spain and Austria, employ-
ment rates have increased significant-
ly since the beginning of 2003 while 
they have remained broadly the same 
in Italy and the UK (Chart 30). 
Employment rates of low-skilled 
workers are also higher in Spain and 
Austria, remaining largely stable in 
the other Member States shown in 
the figure (Chart 31).
Impact on economic  4.2. 
growth, GDP per capita and 
inflation
Overall GDP 4.2.1. 
Concerning the impact on economic 
growth, labour migration can be ex-
pected to increase overall GDP in the 
receiving countries and decrease it 
in the sending countries, due to the 
increase or decrease, respectively, of 
labour as a production factor.
Several recent studies have tried to 
estimate the impact of intra-EU migra-
tion on GDP and other macroeconomic 
variables after EU enlargement. Most of 
these studies find relatively modest GDP 
effects in the short run and more sub-
stantial effects in the long run, although 
the exact results vary significantly with 
the estimates’ underlying assumptions 
concerning expected future migration 
flows, the skill mix of native versus mi-
grant workers, speed of adjustment of 
capital stocks and other factors.
Based on migration flows observed af-
ter the 2004 enlargement and using a 
general equilibrium model, Barrel et al. 
(2007), for example, estimate that mo-
bility flows from the EU-8 have added 
an extra 0.4% to the Irish GDP and 
0.3% to the UK’s GDP by 2007, while it 
decreased the Polish and Lithuanian 
GDP by 0.2% and 0.4% respectively. 
Their long-run estimate forecasts an 
extra 1.7% to GDP in Ireland and 0.6% 
in the UK by 2015 compared with the 
Chart 26: Development of gross wages and salaries in the hotel and 
restaurant sector in major receiving countries, 2000–08
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Chart 27: Development of hourly gross wages and salaries in 
 agriculture and fishing in major receiving countries, 2000–07
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Chart 28: Overall unemployment rates in the main EU-15 receiving 
countries, 2000–08
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pre-enlargement situation. In contrast, 
total GDP in Poland and Lithuania, two 
of the main sending countries, is esti-
mated to fall by around 1% and 0.8%, 
respectively, during the same period.
Simulations by Brücker (2007) for all 
of the EU-15 and EU-8 also find negli-
gible short-run effects and substantial 
long-run effects on GDP. According 
to his estimates, migration from the 
EU-8 to the EU-15 between 2000 and 
2006 increased overall GDP in the EU-
15 by 0.08% and decreased EU-8 GDP 
by 0.38%, with a net increase for the 
enlarged EU of 0.03%. In the long run, 
and assuming higher intra-EU migra-
tion than Barrel et al. (2007), GDP is es-
timated to increase by 1.1% in the EU-
15 and 0.6% in the enlarged EU and to 
decline by 3.9% in the EU-8.
More recently, Brücker et al. (2008) find 
that 2003–07 labour mobility flows 
from the EU-8 may have increased the 
aggregate GDP of the enlarged EU 
by about 0.14% in the short run and 
0.23% in the long run, while mobility 
from the EU-2 has increased the GDP 
of the enlarged EU by 0.14% in the 
short run and by 0.25% in the long run 
during the same period of time. 
GDP per capita 4.2.2. 
In the debate of the costs and benefits 
of immigration, overall GDP has been 
criticised as an irrelevant and mislead-
ing indicator for assessing the econom-
ic impact of immigration on individual 
countries. It has been suggested that 
GDP per capita of the resident popula-
tion is a better measure of the standard 
of living than GDP as it takes account 
of the fact that immigration increases 
not only GDP but also population in 
the receiving countries.30
Available literature suggests that mi-
gration has only a small impact on 
GDP per capita. One recent study cov-
ering the UK finds that the rise in GDP 
per capita associated with recent im-
migration from the EU-8 may be small 
or even negative.31 
Barrell et al. (2007), in contrast, identify 
a small reduction in GDP per capita in 
the short term in the EU-15 receiving 
countries, but increases in the longer 
term, due to EU-8 immigration. For 
example, the UK GDP per capita is es-
timated to decrease by around 0.1% 
during the first four years after 2004 en-
largement, but was found to be about 
0.2% higher in 2015 compared with the 
pre-enlargement situation. The short-
30  House of Lords (2008).
31  Ernst & Young (2007).
Chart 29: Unemployment rates of low-skilled persons in the main 
EU-15 receiving countries, 2000–08
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Chart 30: Overall employment rates in the main EU-15  
receiving countries, 2000–08
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Chart 31: Employment rates of low-skilled persons in the main EU-15 
receiving countries, 2000–08
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term reduction in GDP per capita is ex-
plained by the fact that capital stocks 
take some time to adjust to the inflow 
of labour and for the additional labour 
to be absorbed into employment. In 
the longer term, GDP per capita rises 
as the immigration of mostly young 
workers increases the receiving coun-
tries’ working-age populations relative 
to their overall populations.32
Concerning the sending countries, Bar-
rell et al. (2007) conclude that GDP per 
capita in the EU-8 generally rises rela-
tive to the pre-enlargement situation. 
Although the reduction of the sending 
countries’ working-age populations 
relative to their overall populations 
tends to depress GDP per capita, in-
creases in labour productivity and de-
clining unemployment are considered 
to more than offset this change.33
Brücker et al. (2008) also observe a 
positive impact of EU-8 mobility on 
GDP per capita in the enlarged EU. Al-
though it falls slightly by 0.14% in the 
short run, it rises in the long run by 
0.23% due to the adjustment of capi-
tal stocks. More importantly, the total 
factor income per native person tends 
to increase in the long run by 0.12% 
in the receiving countries, without de-
clining in the short run.
Inflation 4.2.3. 
In simplified terms, immigration can 
affect inflation in the receiving coun-
tries through two main channels. 
Firstly, as seen above immigration  • 
may temporarily lower wages and 
tends to increase output, both of 
which increase aggregate supply 
in the economy and ease inflation-
ary pressures. 
Secondly, immigrants may act as ad- • 
ditional consumers and higher profit-
ability of capital due to the availability 
of migrant labour may eventually lead 
to higher investments in machinery 
and equipment, both of which boosts 
aggregate demand and exerts an up-
ward pressure on inflation. 
32  Barrel et al. (2007), p. 16.
33  Ibid.
As for the sending countries, in prin-
ciple these effects work the other way 
around. The sign and size of the net 
impact of these opposing effects on 
inflation depend on a range of factors 
such as the size of the impact of im-
migration wages, aggregate employ-
ment, migrants’ remittances to their 
home countries, speed of adjustment 
of capital stocks, or substitution ef-
fects between capital and labour.
Assessing these various factors against 
each other, Blanchflower et al. (2008) 
suggest that in the case of the UK, recent 
EU-8 immigration has raised potential 
supply more than demand, thereby act-
ing to reduce inflationary pressures.34
Empirical findings by Barrel et al. 
(2007) also indicate that labour mo-
bility from the new Member States 
has reduced inflationary pressures in 
the UK and other receiving countries 
among the EU-15, while it is contrib-
uting to an increase in inflation in the 
main EU-8 sending countries.
Impact on labour market  4.3. 
efficiency and innovation
Another and overall positive effect 
of geographical mobility concerns 
the possibility of better skill matches 
through an expanded labour market.35 
In general, imperfections in the infor-
mation available in the labour market 
entail the simultaneous presence of 
unemployed persons and vacant jobs. 
This is the origin of frictional unem-
ployment. These imperfections are 
even more important when vacant 
jobs are located in different regions or 
countries. To the extent that the skills 
required by the vacant jobs differ from 
the skills available in the local labour 
market, skill mismatch might arise. 
This skill mismatch will persist if nei-
ther workers nor jobs are fully mobile. 
Therefore, enhancing geographical 
mobility would lead to regional labour 
market adjustment and to a better 
match between the demand and sup-
ply of skills. If geographical mobility en-
34  Blanchflower et al. (2008)
35  See e.g. World Bank (2006).
hances the quality of job matches, in-
dividuals could receive a higher return 
on their human capital. This increases 
incentives to invest in education.
However, for a worker, the search for 
a job that fits their requirements and 
skills is a time-consuming process. 
Likewise, when a firm wants to recruit 
new workers, it often chooses to de-
vote substantial resources to the selec-
tion of suitable individuals. Therefore, 
mobility entails costs which in most 
cases are irreversible. This implies that 
excessive mobility could increase the 
cost of vacancy posting on the side of 
the firms, or search costs on the side of 
the workers. However, most of these 
additional costs are borne voluntarily 
by individual workers and firms. There 
have, however, been no empirical stud-
ies which have been able to document 
external aspects of these costs.
Free geographical mobility furthermore 
helps in allocating the innovation and 
entrepreneurial potential incorporated 
in individuals to the environment where 
they can achieve the highest return. The 
impact of educated immigrants on tech-
nological and scientific progress is likely 
to affect future growth rates of income 
per capita, as innovation increases total 
factor productivity. This dynamic effect 
of a ‘brain gain’ on the rate of scientific 
and technological innovation of a coun-
try has indeed been captured by several 
empirical studies.36 
Impact on public finances  4.4. 
and welfare systems
EU enlargement has also raised con-
cerns about an increase in ‘welfare 
tourism’ of people who are more at-
tracted by favourable social services 
and benefits in the receiving countries 
than by working there.
However, while the European experi-
ence is mixed with respect to the impact 
of overall immigration on public finances 
and welfare systems,37 migration from 
the new EU Member States seems to 
have had little or no negative impact. 
36  See Peri (2005) for examples.
37  See Münz et al. (2006), pp. 38–42, for an 
overview.138
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For example, the UK government’s 
quarterly Accession Monitoring Report 
suggests that the number of EU-8 
nationals applying for tax-funded 
income-related benefits and housing 
support remains low in the UK (UK 
Home Office 2008). 
Brücker et al. (2008) identify evidence 
that intra-EU migrants from the new 
Member States are not disproportion-
ately reliant on the welfare system in 
the receiving countries. According to 
descriptive statistics from the EU Sur-
vey of Living and Income Conditions 
(SILC), they find that migrants appear 
to be under-represented among the 
recipients of contributory benefits, 
but over-represented for non-con-
tributory allowances. However, once 
controlling for relevant confounding 
individual- and household-level fac-
tors that are likely to correlate with 
migrant status and to influence the 
likelihood of receiving the two kinds 
of social benefits, migrant status ap-
pears to have little – if any – impact on 
the likelihood of being a recipient of 
social welfare benefits.
Other impacts  5. 
Brain drain and labour  5.1. 
shortages in the sending 
countries
In a number of the new Member 
States, the emigration of mostly 
younger workers has sparked serious 
concerns over brain drain and labour 
shortages. Several reports indeed indi-
cate that emigration has led to labour 
shortages in some countries – e.g. the 
Baltic States and Poland.38 These tend 
to affect mostly specific sectors of the 
economy (e.g. construction, hotels 
and restaurants) and professions (in 
particular, health care). 
A closer look at the skill composition 
of movers from the EU-8 and EU-2 
reveals that they are slightly bet-
ter skilled than native people in the 
sending countries. Nevertheless, the 
overwhelming share of migrants from 
38  See e.g. World Bank (2006a).
the new Member States is concen-
trated at the medium-skill level, such 
that increased labour mobility in the 
context of EU enlargement does not 
significantly change human capital 
endowments in both the sending and 
the receiving countries.
Moreover, there is evidence that en-
rolment rates for tertiary education 
in the new Member States have sub-
stantially accelerated in recent years, 
which may compensate for the out-
flow of skilled labour. 
Table 13 shows the share of students 
enrolled in tertiary and post-tertiary 
education among the population 
aged 15–24 by Member State. In the 
EU-10, average tertiary enrolment 
rates have been rapidly increasing 
from 22.3% in 2000 to 29.8% in 2005 
– the most recent year available. In ad-
dition, while EU-10 tertiary enrolment 
rates for 18–24 year olds were below 
the EU-15 average at the beginning of 
the decade, they are now significantly 
above it. Concerning Romania, there 
has also been a rapid increase, while 
tertiary enrolment rates in Bulgaria 
have risen only slightly.
Furthermore, there are indirect effects 
that may help to reduce or even offset 
the negative effects of brain drain. For 
example, many younger migrants do 
Table 13: Students enrolled in tertiary and post-tertiary education 
among population aged 18–24
Member 
State
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
CZ 17.1 17.4 19.0 19.6 21.9 23.2
EE 28.7 28.9 28.5 28.4 28.5 28.7
CY 12.3 13.8 15.8 19.5 20.9 18.0
LV 24.1 26.1 27.9 29.0 29.9 29.5
LT 28.2 30.1 31.1 33.0 34.1 35.2
HU 19.2 20.0 22.0 24.3 26.3 27.5
MT 11.8 13.1 13.3 15.0 13.9 16.4
PL 24.5 27.2 28.9 30.0 30.9 32.5
SI 29.2 31.2 33.8 34.9 35.7 38.1
SK 17.0 17.8 18.6 18.9 18.8 20.3
EU-10 22.3 24.2 25.9 27.2 28.3 29.8
BG 23.1 21.6 21.2 21.9 21.9 23.3
RO 13.9 16.6 19.5 20.5 21.5 22.6
EU-2 16.1 17.8 19.9 20.8 21.6 22.8
BE 32.8 32.6 32.9 33.1 33.5 33.7
DK 17.8 18.4 19.1 19.7 20.2 20.7
DE 14.8 15.2 15.9 16.6 17.5 17.7
IE 25.7 26.2 27.0 27.1 27.9 27.2
E L ::::::
ES 30.4 30.4 30.3 30.3 30.3 29.7
FR 29.7 29.7 29.3 29.5 29.7 29.9
IT 22.1 22.8 23.9 25.9 27.1 27.5
L U ::::::
NL 25.8 26.2 26.5 26.7 27.4 28.3
AT 17.0 17.5 16.7 17.3 18.0 18.4
PT 23.2 24.9 24.6 25.1 25.3 25.0
FI 29.6 29.9 29.8 31.2 31.5 31.8
SE 21.1 21.5 22.6 23.6 24.2 24.0
UK 22.3 22.7 23.4 22.9 22.3 22.3
EU-15 23.6 23.9 24.2 24.7 25.0 25.1
EU-27 22.7 23.5 24.2 24.9 25.4 25.8
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on Eurostat education and demographic statistics.
Note: “:” – Data not available.139
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not move permanently but rather for 
a temporary period (e.g. to study and/
or for short work experience abroad). 
After returning home, they bring ex-
tra skills including language and cul-
tural capabilities, enabling them to 
undertake more internationally ori-
ented jobs. Secondly, they may bring 
home a migrant partner, who is also 
well–educated. Thus brain and youth 
circulation may result in a brain gain 
in the long run.39
Moreover, even if migrants choose not 
to return home, they may serve as ‘mid-
dlemen’ linking businesses in the desti-
nation and origin countries.40 Navigat-
ing between both regions, they often 
function as major catalysts for expand-
ing knowledge, businesses and ven-
ture initiatives, and as a consequence 
enhance the cross-border knowledge 
transaction and trade in general and 
possibly increasing foreign direct in-
vestment in the origin country.41
Remittances 5.2. 
Migrants often remit part of their in-
come to their families in the origin 
country. Research by the World Bank 
(2006 and 2007) shows that remit-
tances can be a substantial source of 
income in the sending country and 
there is a direct link between remit-
tances and factors driving economic 
growth, such as investment in educa-
tion and start-up of capital-intensive 
businesses. It seems plausible to as-
sume that the positive impact of re-
mittances increases with the income 
differential between destination and 
origin areas. Thus, while probably 
less significant in the context of intra-
EU-15 mobility, remittances may play 
a positive role in the economic devel-
opment of the new Member States.
A look at remittances data published 
by the World Bank (2008) suggests 
that they are of importance in several 
EU-8 countries. Including transfer pay-
ments of employees’ compensation to 
39  See e.g. Mayr and Peri (2008) and World 
Bank (2006b).
40  See Saxenian (2002).
41  See Teferra (2004); Kaba (2004); and 
Sekretariatet for ministerudvalget for Danmark 
i den globale økonomi (2005).
workers residing in their home coun-
try, remittances accounted for about 
1.3% of GDP in Poland and over 2% of 
GDP in the three Baltic States in 2006. 
The figures are substantially higher in 
Romania and Bulgaria where remit-
tances contribute to over 5% of GDP. 
Impact on public services  5.3. 
and infrastructure 
In some of the receiving countries, 
inflows of workers and their families 
from the new Member States has 
sparked a debate over its impact on 
public services and infrastructure. 
As highlighted in various national re-
ports42, the impact of new migration 
flows on the welfare state (including 
its financing) seems to be limited or 
positive at the national level. How-
ever, there are variations across func-
tions of the welfare state and levels 
of government. Migration flows can 
in particular create pressure on the 
provision of education, housing and 
health-care services at local level.
For instance, there have been cases in 
the UK where the arrival of migrants’ 
children has strained the capacities of 
local schools (although these seem to 
be examples in which the enrolment 
42  See e.g. Gott and Johnston (2002).
of migrant children has contributed to 
the maintenance of village schools). 
Anecdotal evidence suggests that 
there may also be some extra costs on 
the UK’s health-care system which are 
associated with immigration. How-
ever, the evidence currently available 
on the impact on the educational and 
health systems in the UK appears to 
be too limited to draw firm conclu-
sions over the size and direction of 
the effects.43
Another example is the Netherlands 
where there have been reports of a 
lack of adequate housing in major des-
tination communities for some work-
ers from the new Member States.44
Social impact 5.4. 
Concerning the social impact of intra-
EU mobility on recent movers, a com-
prehensive assessment of the income 
and living conditions of workers from 
Bulgaria, Romania and other Member 
States is not yet available. However, 
as reported in the National action 
plans for social inclusion and through 
EU studies45, there is considerable 
evidence of the differences that per-
sist between the living conditions 
faced by newly arrived migrants and 
43  House of Lords (2008), pp. 42–44.
44  Van den Berg et al. (2008).
45  See European Commission (2005), (2007a) 
and (2008).
Chart 32: Worker remittances (incl. employees’ compensation) as a 
share of GDP, 2006
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host-country nationals. These include 
higher risks of poverty, poorer educa-
tional outcomes for movers’ children, 
and difficulties in accessing housing, 
health care and other social services. 
Furthermore, there have been reports 
from some sending countries of nega-
tive impacts on family cohesion and 
children as a consequence of one or 
both parents working abroad.46
In addition, the failure to create the 
conditions for mobile workers to inte-
grate in the society can result in seri-
ous social problems and a waste of the 
economic benefits of mobility. This 
failure could be at the root of negative 
attitudes towards intra-EU mobility.
Summary and  6. 
conclusions
The last two rounds of EU enlarge-
ment came with concerns that large 
differences in income and unemploy-
ment could lead to a massive flow of 
workers from the ‘poor’ newcomers 
to the ‘rich’ older members of the EU. 
There were significant concerns in 
a number of Member States that a 
looming migration shock may lead to 
serious labour market imbalances by 
pushing native workers out of their 
jobs, driving down local wages and 
burdening the welfare systems of the 
host countries.
Four years after the EU’s 2004 enlarge-
ment and over a year after the acces-
sion of Bulgaria and Romania, it seems 
fair to conclude that fears of a massive 
surge of workers from the EU’s new 
Eastern and Central European Mem-
ber States to the ‘old’ EU-15 Member 
States and most of the associated 
concerns have not materialised. 
Between 2003 and 2007, the average 
population share of EU-10 foreigners 
resident in the EU-15 has increased 
from around 0.2% to 0.5%. During 
the same time the population share 
of Romanians and Bulgarians resident 
46  See e.g. Soros Foundation (2007) and SOS 
Kinderdorf (2008).
in the EU-15 rose from 0.2% to 0.4%, 
a process that already started well be-
fore 2007. By comparison the popula-
tion share of EU-15 nationals resident 
in another EU-15 country grew from 
1.6% to about 1.7% and that of non-
EU-27 nationals from 3.7% to 4.5%.
This is not to suggest that east-west 
mobility in the course of EU enlarge-
ment has been moderate. In absolute 
terms, available statistics suggest that 
the number of EU-10 residents in the 
EU-15 has increased by over a million 
and that of Romanians and Bulgarians 
by over 900 000 since 2003, all within 
a relatively short period of time. The 
real numbers are likely to be higher 
because of problems to account sta-
tistically for very recent arrivals, those 
who stay illegally and those who come 
for only a few months and then leave. 
Moreover, intra-EU mobility flows have 
not spread equally across Europe, being 
largely limited to a few major receiving 
and sending countries, who have con-
sequently felt more of an impact than 
the rest. In terms of recent EU-10 mo-
bility, Ireland and the UK have been the 
main receiving countries, to some ex-
tent also Austria and Germany, despite 
restrictions on labour market access 
in the latter two countries. Concern-
ing Bulgaria and Romania, flows have 
been directed towards mainly Spain 
and Italy – a process which started 
well before the EU-2 accession in 2007. 
Relative to their population size, Ro-
mania and Bulgaria have also been the 
main sending countries, together with 
Lithuania, Cyprus, Poland, Latvia, Slo-
vakia, and Estonia, while the outflow 
from the other new Member States has 
been much less significant.
Nevertheless, and despite the costs 
involved, practically all of the avail-
able evidence suggests that the over-
all economic impact of recent intra-EU 
mobility has on balance been positive 
and that it has not led to serious dis-
turbances on the labour market, even 
in Member States which have seen a 
relatively large inflow of workers from 
the new Member States.
In both the main receiving and send-
ing countries, local workers’ wages 
have continued to rise. In addition, 
unemployment has not significantly 
increased, but rather in many coun-
tries it has declined since enlarge-
ment. Even when analysing the iso-
lated effects of migration on wages 
and unemployment, empirical studies 
have consistently found little or no 
negative impact of east-west intra-
EU labour mobility on local workers’ 
wages and employment.
The great majority of people from 
the new Member States have come 
to work in the destination countries. 
They have played an important role 
in improving labour market efficiency 
by alleviating labour shortages in sec-
tors and occupations with high labour 
demand which could not be meet by 
national workers alone. 
As a consequence, intra-EU labour 
mobility has also contributed to a 
substantial increase in the economic 
growth of the receiving countries and 
the EU-27 in total, while it has led to 
some reduction in overall output in 
the main sending countries. However, 
mobility has helped to increase GDP 
per capita in the main sending coun-
tries, being likely to increase it as well 
in the receiving countries in the long 
run. Added labour supply through 
intra-EU mobility has also helped 
to ease inflationary pressures in the 
main receiving countries, although it 
has contributed to rising inflation in 
several sending countries. Concerning 
intra-EU mobile workers’ impact on 
public finances, there is no evidence 
that EU enlargement has led to a rise 
in ‘welfare tourism’.
Looking into the future, there seems 
no reason to expect that there will be 
a further surge of labour mobility from 
the new Member States. Migration 
flows to the UK and Ireland appear to 
have peaked in 2006, significantly de-
clining in 2007 and first quarter 2008. 
There are in fact indications of an in-
creased return migration of those mi-
grants who are already living in the UK. 
Furthermore, the opening of labour 
markets for EU-8 workers in most of 
the other EU-15 countries since 2006 
may have lead to a limited diversion of 
migration flows to some other Mem-141
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ber States, but has not resulted in a 
substantial additional inflow of labour 
from the new Member States. 
Even in the case of Bulgaria and Ro-
mania, large numbers of people have 
already moved and been working 
abroad within the EU in recent years, 
suggesting that many of those who 
wanted to move have already done so 
and that the potential of additional mi-
gration from the EU-2 may be limited.
Examples such as Sweden, Finland, 
Greece, Portugal (free early labour 
market access, but low labour inflows) 
and Germany and Austria (restricted 
access, but relatively high inflows) sug-
gest that transitional arrangements on 
labour market access only have a lim-
ited influence on the distribution of 
intra-EU mobility. Ultimately, mobility 
flows are driven by other factors such 
as general labour demand, network ef-
fects through already existing foreign 
populations or language. On the con-
trary, as experience has shown, access 
restrictions are likely to exacerbate 
problems, such as the incidence of un-
declared work, false self-employment 
or the violation of labour standards.
Furthermore, all of the main EU send-
ing countries have seen a rapid rise in 
national income per capita, earnings 
and employment over recent years. 
There is some evidence that this is 
already dampening the incentive to 
migrate and is likely to contribute to a 
further decline in labour supply from 
the new Member States. In addition, 
due to a substantially shrinking young 
generation, the pool of potential mo-
bile workers from the Central and 
Eastern European Member States is 
shrinking and this decrease is likely to 
act as a brake on geographical labour 
mobility within the EU.
In policy terms and from the perspec-
tive of Member States still applying 
restrictions on the free movement of 
workers, it is worth bearing the fol-
lowing points in mind:
Concerning transitional arrange- • 
ments for the EU-8, restrictions 
should in principle end on 30 April 
2009. The very few Member States 
still applying restrictions on the 
free movement of workers can only 
maintain them beyond April 2009 
if they notify the Commission of a 
serious disturbance of the labour 
market or the threat thereof. Yet, 
current available evidence does 
not point towards serious mobil-
ity-induced labour market distur-
bances. This is not to say that there 
are no costs involved with opening 
labour markets to workers from 
outside. However, practically all the 
evidence at hand suggests that the 
benefits outweigh the costs and 
that any negative labour market 
and economic impacts have not 
led or are unlikely to lead to serious 
labour market disturbances, not 
only at an aggregate level but also 
at the level of regions, sectors or oc-
cupations.
Regarding Bulgaria and Romania for  • 
which the second three-year transi-
tional phase starts in January 2009, 
Member States maintaining re-
strictions should carefully consider 
whether the continuation of these 
restrictions are needed in light of 
the experiences and evidence pre-
sented in this report, and notwith-
standing their rights set forth in the 
Treaties of Accession concerning 
transitional arrangements.
Even in the unexpected case of a  • 
serious labour market disturbance 
after opening labour markets, an 
affected Member State can still ap-
ply for invoking a safeguard clause 
foreseen in the Accession Treaties 
under which free movement of 
workers may be partially or wholly 
suspended within the seven-year 
transitional period in order to re-
store a normal situation.
If it is indeed feared that the open- • 
ing of labour markets would cre-
ate ‘losers’ among the resident 
population, alternative solutions 
such as adequate labour market 
policies to bring (low-skilled) un-
employed people back into work 
may be a more efficient way of 
dealing with this issue, at the same 
time allowing the benefits of intra-
EU mobility to be reaped. 
Likewise any negative impacts con- • 
cerning public services, housing, 
social cohesion, exploitation of mi-
grant workers or undeclared work 
need to be addressed. However, 
such impacts are not good reasons 
to maintain restrictions on labour 
market access under transitional 
arrangements. On the contrary, 
as experience has shown, some of 
these problems are likely to be ex-
acerbated by access restrictions, 
such as the incidence of undeclared 
work, false self-employment or the 
violation of labour standards.
From the perspective of new Member 
States, in particular the ‘high-mobili-
ty’ countries, substantial outflows of 
workers are sometimes perceived as 
a mixed blessing. On the one hand, 
emigration has helped to reduce un-
employment in some Member States 
by allowing unemployed persons to 
look for jobs in other Member States. 
On the other hand, the outflow of, 
in particular, younger and relatively 
high-skilled people has led to con-
cerns about brain drain and labour 
shortages. There are several points 
and implications to these findings:
While some Member States, in  • 
particular the high-mobility coun-
tries (e.g. Poland and Lithuania), 
do indeed suffer from skill short-
ages, there are a number of factors 
helping to alleviate or offset these 
problems. First, a significant recent 
rise in tertiary-education enrol-
ment indicates that the number of 
highly educated people available 
to the labour market has been in-
creasing in most of the new Mem-
ber States. Secondly, much of the 
recent east-west mobility appears 
to be temporary, as argued before. 
Moreover, improving income and 
working conditions in most of the 
new Member States already seem 
to be starting to reduce the incen-
tive to emigrate and to attract back 
home many of those who are still 
abroad. And those who do come 
back often do so with improved 
working skills and international 
contacts which can be of benefit to 
the home country.142
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Brain drain, in any case, cannot  • 
be effectively curbed by legal re-
strictions of the free movement of 
workers, even if well meant. Many 
destinations, both inside and out-
side Europe, would still remain in 
particular for the well-educated.
Addressing brain drain and skill  • 
shortages will require policy-mak-
ers of mainly the sending countries 
to devise an appropriate policy 
mix consisting of elements such 
as measures to increase general la-
bour market participation, further 
improvements to education and 
vocational training, adequate pay 
and working conditions for pub-
lic sector workers, incentives for 
return migration, facilitating both 
internal labour mobility and immi-
gration from outside the EU.
Finally, it is worth remembering that 
freedom of movement of workers is 
one of the basic freedoms under the 
EC Treaty. This freedom is based on 
the rationale that international labour 
mobility contributes positively to a 
better functioning of labour markets 
throughout Europe. It is indeed a key 
element of the EES to which all Mem-
ber States have subscribed. However, 
for many citizens throughout Europe, 
in particular in the new Member 
States, the freedom to move and work 
in another European country has also 
become a powerful and positive sym-
bol of what Europe means for the in-
dividual. It is this aspect, too, which 
should not be forgotten when taking 
the decision by when to allow all EU 
citizens to enjoy this freedom.143
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Chapter
Introduction  1. 
In 1997, the European Employment 
Strategy (EES) was launched as a coordi-
nated effort to implement policies and 
actions aimed at boosting labour mar-
ket outcomes in the EU. Since 2000 and 
in the framework of the Lisbon Growth 
and jobs strategy launched in 2000, the 
EES overarching objectives have been 
further enriched by encompassing not 
only full employment, but also promot-
ing quality and productivity at work. 
Hence, quantitative and qualitative as-
pects (or more and better jobs) are both 
highly important elements within the 
EU employment policy agenda. 
10 years after the launch of the EES, Eu-
ropean Union (EU) labour market per-
formance has significantly improved 
in quantitative terms (i.e. higher em-
ployment rates and lower structural 
unemployment), while no clear-cut 
conclusions can be drawn with regard 
to job quality developments. 
In recent years, some developments 
have caused general concern in the 
public opinion about the perceived 
‘erosion’ in the quality of jobs in the 
EU. These include:
Increased market integration at in- • 
ternational level (i.e. globalisation) 
may lead to more frequent epi-
sodes of downsizing and outsourc-
ing, particularly in sectors more af-
fected by competitive pressures.
Increased use of temporary work,  • 
which is often linked to precarious 
employment.
Skill-biased technological progress,  • 
putting low-skilled workers espe-
cially at risk.
Socio-demographic factors, such  • 
as population ageing and the pro-
gressive replacement of the ‘male 
breadwinner’ by the dual wage 
earner model which, while having 
led to positive developments such 
as the increased participation of 
women in the labour market, has 
also implied growing difficulties to 
combine work and private life.  
Overall, these factors are often per-
ceived to go hand in hand with in-
creased job insecurity; a deterioration 
of working conditions (e.g. increased 
stress and work-related health prob-
lems); reduced possibilities to com-
bine work with other private and so-
cial responsibilities; and increasing 
inadequacy of existing social security 
schemes to cope with more heteroge-
neous and uncertain individual em-
ployment histories. All these concerns 
call for taking a closer look at job qual-
ity levels and trends in the EU.
Moreover, a number of dimensions 
of job quality are likely to affect – di-
rectly or indirectly – labour produc-
tivity. These include the provision of 
training at the workplace, which plays 
a key role in improving workers’ skills, 
as well as work organisation practices 
and work-related health outcomes, 
which may have significant motiva-
tional effects via their impact on job 
satisfaction. In the context of the 
poor productivity performance of the 
EU during the current decade, these 
considerations further support an 
attempt to re-assess job quality out-
comes in Europe. 
In addition to being one of the over-
arching objectives of the EES, job 
quality has been the focus of both 
conceptual and policy concerns since 
the end of the 1990s and beginning 
of the current decade. In particular, 
following a 2001 Commission com-
munication1, a comprehensive frame-
work for monitoring and analysing 
job quality was endorsed by the Eu-
ropean Council of December 2001 
in Laeken (sections 2.2 and 2.4). This 
framework recognises the complex-
ity and multi-dimensionality of the 
concept, following which appropriate 
quality indicators were included in the 
2002 Employment Guidelines.2 
Since 2003, the emphasis on job qual-
ity issues has somewhat waned fol-
lowing, among other things, the mac-
roeconomic downturn in 2002–04. 
In 2006–07, the employment policy 
debate began focusing on the flexi-
curity approach, aimed at guiding la-
bour market reform strategies in a way 
that reconciles increased adaptability 
of workers and enterprises with ‘new’ 
1  See European Commission (2001a).
2  European Commission (2002).
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forms of employment security that pro-
mote labour market transitions. How-
ever, the role of quality in work in flexi-
curity policies remains to be clarified in 
the EU policy debate (see Box 1). 
In the first half of 2007, under the im-
pulse of the German EU Presidency, 
job quality returned to the EU policy 
agenda, as the Council3 identified 
‘good jobs’ as a key element of a re-
newed European social model capa-
ble of withstanding the challenges 
of globalisation. Following Council 
conclusions, the Commission adopt-
ed4 the ‘Renewed Social Agenda’ for 
Europe in the 21st century, highlight-
ing the promotion of more and better 
jobs as one of its key elements.
Quality in work is a multi-dimensional 
phenomenon, which in principle may 
touch a broad set of individual job’s and 
workers’ characteristics, ranging from 
wages, training, health and safety at 
work, work organisation, reconciliation 
between work and family life, etc. As 
socio-economic literature does not ap-
pear to have reached a clear consensus 
on a definition of variables to include – 
let alone on a weighing scheme – any 
attempt to analyse and monitor job 
quality needs to be considered with 
great care. Additionally, some of the 
relevant aspects are more of a qualita-
tive and subjective nature, thus raising 
obvious measurement problems.
This chapter reassesses the EU con-
cept of job quality in the context of 
recent developments in the socio-
economic literature and proposes an 
enriched framework for its analysis. 
Based on this framework, job quality 
models or regimes across the EU are 
characterised. 
The chapter is structured as follows. 
Section 2 first presents the theoreti-
cal background and policy context, 
and then critically reviews the EU job 
quality concept. The analytical core 
of the chapter, section 3 identifies a 
taxonomy of job quality models in the 
EU and compares results with those 
3   The informal Employment, Social Policy, 
Health and Consumer Affairs (EPSCO) Council 
held in Berlin (18–20 January 2007). 
4   European Commission (2008).
derived using the EU job quality con-
cept. It also presents a dynamic analy-
sis of job quality in the EU in recent 
years. Part 4 concludes.  
Job quality:  2. 
economic concept and 
policy goal
Importance of job quality 2.1. 
The EES includes among its overarch-
ing objectives not only the pursuit of 
full employment, but also raising pro-
ductivity and the promotion of qual-
ity in work. In a nutshell, this implies 
simultaneously aiming at more and 
better jobs. However, it is thus neces-
sary to clarify the meaning of ‘better 
jobs’ and present the policy rationale.
In a neo-classical model of a perfectly 
competitive labour market, wages ful-
ly capture job quality aspects. Wage 
differentials fully compensate for the 
disutility of work and any downsides 
associated with a particular job.5 How-
ever, the economic literature suggests 
that, in practice, wage differentials do 
not fully compensate for all job dif-
ferences, mainly due to a number of 
market failures, such as incomplete 
information, matching costs, monop-
sony power, human capital, etc. 
Hence, wages alone do not capture 
all aspects of the quality of work. In 
addition, other characteristics of the 
job including human capital, working 
conditions, health risks, and job satis-
faction, need also to be considered to 
form an overall picture.
The level of human capital associ-
ated with a particular job or occupa-
tion is an important dimension of job 
quality. The theory of human capital 
(Becker, 1964) introduces a crucial 
distinction between generic and spe-
cific skills. Firms have no incentive to 
5   In a nutshell, the theory of compensating 
wage differentials is based on three main 
assumptions: i) workers maximise utility;  
ii) perfect information about the job, including 
occupation risks and all non-pecuniary 
characteristics associated with it; and  
iii) perfect mobility. See Bonhomme and Jolivet 
(2005).
finance generic skills, because such an 
investment would be entirely reaped 
by workers, while workers may not af-
ford to invest in education themselves 
due to credit market imperfections. 
It has been found that, in practice, 
most training schemes combine ele-
ments of general and specific skills – 
hence there is an inherent tendency 
to under-provide training if left to 
the market (Booth and Snower, 1996). 
Moreover, in order for firms to invest 
in firm-specific skills for their workers, 
productivity has to exceed wages and 
both parties should be involved in sta-
ble relationships.6
Given that wages do not take into con-
sideration all aspects related to the 
quality of work, employees’ answers 
to survey questions on job satisfaction 
and well-being have been increasing-
ly used to assess job quality. They tend 
to confirm the insufficiency of wages 
as an overall measure of job qual-
ity: significant rises in gross domestic 
product (GDP) per capita and wages 
in developed countries over recent 
decades have not been reflected in an 
equivalent improvement in reported 
levels of job satisfaction. Various ex-
planations have been advanced for 
this apparent ‘paradox’.7 According to 
the ‘economics of happiness’ literature 
(Layard, 2005), above a certain income 
threshold, workers seem to care more 
(or as much) about relative incomes 
than about its absolute value. In ad-
dition, Green (2006) suggests that a 
number of work organisation practic-
es, leading to work intensification and 
lower worker autonomy for carrying 
out tasks, may have largely offset the 
positive impact of higher real wages 
on overall job satisfaction, particularly 
in Anglo-Saxon countries.
6   For specific training, a necessary condition 
for the efficiency of investment decisions is 
that it must be possible to sign long-term, 
non-renegotiable contracts to avoid the 
hold-up problem (see Cahuc and Zylberberg, 
2004, p. 658). The hold-up problem describes 
the following: the employer finances firm-
specific investments, leaving them exposed to 
turnover/replacement costs that may oblige 
the firm to compensate the worker, who has 
benefited from this investment, allowing them 
to keep part of the surplus. 
7   Actually, this is a paradox only if one 
assumes that wages capture all relevant jobs’ 
features.  149
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Increased attention has also been 
paid recently to a number of policy 
concerns, such as workers’ career 
prospects, labour market transitions 
and employment security. Broad defi-
nitions of job quality, formulated both 
in academic circles (e.g. Green 2006) 
and by international organisations 
(EU, International Labour Organiza-
tion, ILO) tend to include these and 
other aspects, such as industrial rela-
tions, labour market institutions and 
policies (e.g. flexicurity), and back-
ground information on the socio-eco-
nomic context. 
The transitional labour markets 
(TLMs) school (Schmid and Gazier, 
2002) highlights the alleged ‘erosion 
of standard employment’8, stressing 
the importance of studying labour 
market transitions9, and the distinc-
tion between good and bad ones (see 
section 2.2 below). In the context of 
fostering good transitions, reforms of 
employment protection legislation 
that have loosened regulations on 
fixed-term and other non-standard 
contracts – while maintaining existing 
legislation on permanent contracts – 
may be counterproductive. In particu-
lar, they may help create segmented 
labour markets, where workers under 
non-standard contracts face poorer 
working conditions and less favour-
able career prospects. 
All these new theoretical and policy 
considerations provide an opportunity 
for revisiting the EU concept of job qual-
ity and discussing the main empirical 
determinants of job quality indicators. 
Job quality in economic  2.2. 
theory 
Concern for work quality is relatively 
recent as a subject of interest for so-
cial scientists. This in part reflects the 
predominant role played by the neo-
classical economic theory, and the 
8   Defined by the change in paradigm from 
full-time permanent contracts to a diversity 
of working-time arrangements, employment 
contracts, and intermediate statuses between 
work, unemployment and inactivity. 
9   Not only within work, but also between 
work, education, unemployment, inactivity, 
and non-paid family care activities. 
resulting corollary that wage differen-
tials essentially compensate for all the 
non-pecuniary downsides of work. 
Section 2.1, however, mentioned that 
a number of market failures strongly 
suggest that wages do not provide an 
accurate (social) valuation for many 
jobs and occupations. 
According to the economics of happi-
ness literature, although being closely 
related, the concept of subjective hap-
piness covers many more aspects of 
human well-being than the standard 
concept of utility (Frey and Stutzer, 
2002). One finding of this literature 
is the consistently large influence of 
non-financial variables on self-re-
ported satisfaction. In particular, the 
absolute level of wages is weakly cor-
related with subjective levels of job 
satisfaction.10 As regards the determi-
nants of job satisfaction, ranking and 
habit formation effects seem to domi-
nate when compared with wage-level 
effects. The ranking effects refer to the 
finding that, all the rest being equal, 
workers are ‘unhappy’ if they are paid 
less than their colleagues, while wage 
rises tend to have only transitory ef-
fects (Clark, 1999). The economics of 
happiness literature therefore em-
phasises the relevance of the relative 
position in the income distribution 
rather than the absolute level of in-
come. This recalls the relative income 
theory of consumption (Duesenberry, 
1948) which assumes that individu-
als are not so much concerned about 
their absolute consumption level as 
they are with their consumption rela-
tive to other people (‘Keeping up with 
the Joneses’), thus implying that the 
share of income consumed depends 
on an individual’s position in the in-
come distribution of the population.  
Related to the economics of happiness 
literature is the notion of ‘procedural 
utility’, meaning that individuals care 
not only about the outcomes usually 
considered in economic theory (e.g. 
pay and hours of work), but also about 
10  …the evidence says that on average people 
are not happier today than people were fifty 
years ago. Yet at the same time average incomes 
have more than doubled. This paradox is equally 
true for the United States and Britain and Japan 
(Layard, 2005). 
the conditions and processes leading to 
such outcomes. According to this idea, 
all the rest being equal, workers prefer 
autonomy and networking at work to 
working in a Taylorist11 organisation.
However, habit formation effects 
point to some weaknesses of job sat-
isfaction surveys. The main advantage 
of approaches based on workers’ pref-
erences is to avoid an ethnocentric 
or paternalistic view of job quality 
conditioned by the researcher’s cul-
ture or point of view. In addition, job 
satisfaction has been shown to be 
negatively correlated with turnover 
and absenteeism rates (Hackman and 
Oldham, 1980; and Appelbaum and 
Berg, 1997). Nevertheless, other au-
thors have warned against the use of 
job satisfaction indicators as a meas-
ure of job quality. Using the 1997 In-
ternational Social Survey Programme 
questionnaire on work orientations 
which covers 23 countries and the 
2000 Spanish survey on quality of life 
at work, Llorente and Macías (2005) do 
not find a link between objective job 
quality indicators (e.g. wages, type of 
contract, work organisation practices, 
etc.) and levels of job satisfaction. The 
authors explain this result by arguing 
that workers’ expectations and the 
objective characteristics of their jobs 
tend to conform over time. According 
to some psychologists (e.g. Festinger, 
1957), individuals tend both to adapt 
their expectations to actual condi-
tions and to look for jobs with objec-
tive characteristics that better match 
their expectations. 
This discussion illustrates that a ‘good’ 
job quality concept has to be multi-
dimensional, including both objec-
tive and subjective indicators. Green 
(2006) adopts a broad definition of 
job quality, focusing exclusively on 
job characteristics (i.e. disregarding 
contextual socio-economic variables). 
In his framework, job quality is evalu-
ated looking at the range of capabili-
ties and rewards granted to workers to 
achieve their own well-being and fulfil 
the firm’s goals, including wages, skills 
used in the job, the intensity of work, 
11  ‘Taylorism’ refers to a management 
approach that calls for specifying job tasks, 
routines, and tools in detail. 150
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autonomy and discretion in the tasks 
performed, and social networking at 
work. Green (2006) highlights the po-
tential negative contribution of work 
intensification to overall job satisfac-
tion over recent decades, particularly 
in the UK, due to ‘effort-biased’ tech-
nological and organisational changes. 
Compared with more ‘academic’ 
definitions of job quality (e.g. Green, 
2006), the EU’s definition differs main-
ly on two respects: 
i)  it does not include an explicit 
reference to either wages or the 
intensity of work; but 
ii)  it includes aggregate labour mar-
ket (or context) variables in the 
set of indicators used to monitor 
job quality.
In order to better serve the EES, which 
also monitors variables related to 
labour market dynamics and career 
advancement, Green’s (2006) frame-
work should be complemented. The 
TLM theory (Schmid and Gazier, 2002) 
is highly relevant in this context, giv-
ing a dynamic or lifecycle perspective 
to employment quality issues, high-
lighting the interactions between em-
ployment and other life spheres. This 
school stresses the change in para-
digm from ‘standard employment’ to 
differentiated employment careers, 
with a variety of working-time and 
contractual arrangements, and more 
frequent changes of statuses be-
tween employment, unemployment, 
inactivity, education, family care and 
non-paid activities. 
The transition matrix is an important 
descriptive tool for the TLM theory. 
One key issue is to distinguish between 
good and bad transitions in a lifecycle 
perspective. In some of its earlier edi-
tions (see, e.g., European Commission, 
2004b) the Employment in Europe report 
has analysed transition dynamics by ac-
tivity status, contractual arrangement 
and pay level to provide evidence on 
workers’ upward mobility in the EU. Ac-
cording to the TLM School, employment 
quality should provide flexible arrange-
ments, particularly as regards working 
time, while also enhancing security. The 
TLM fully recognises the importance of 
other quality dimensions, such as the 
right to (re-)training, occupational (re-)
deployment, family life, suitable work-
ing time arrangements, etc. (Schmid, 
2006). Gender issues are implicitly ad-
dressed by the focus on the rights of 
workers to choose the working-time ar-
rangements that better suit their needs 
throughout the lifecycle. 
Job quality as a  2.3. 
policy goal 
The EES was launched in November 
1997 in the Luxembourg Jobs Summit 
anticipating the entry into force of the 
Amsterdam Treaty. The EES introduced 
a new working method: the open 
method of coordination (OMC). While 
safeguarding the powers of Mem-
ber States in the field of employment 
policy, the OMC establishes quanti-
fied common targets to be achieved 
at Community level, putting into place 
surveillance mechanisms encouraged 
by pooling experience. At the launch of 
the EES, job quality was not specifically 
addressed.12 The job quality issue was 
first introduced at the Lisbon Council 
in March 2000, which puts forward the 
objective of more and better jobs for 
all. At the December 2000 Nice Coun-
cil, employment quality is included in 
the European Social Agenda. In 2003, 
improving quality and productivity at 
work became one of the three over-
arching objectives of the Employment 
Guidelines for 2003–05, together with 
full employment and strengthening 
social cohesion and inclusion. 
In 2001, the Commission adopted 
a communication that provides a 
broad framework for promoting qual-
ity in work.13 The chosen concept of 
job quality includes 10 dimensions14, 
12  The four main policy pillars, or objectives, 
were employability, entrepreneurship, 
adaptability and equal opportunities.
13  European Commission (2001a).
14  i) Intrinsic job quality; ii) skills, life long 
learning and career development; iii) gender 
equality; iv) health and safety at work;  
v) flexibility and security; vi) inclusion and access 
to the labour market; vii) work organization and 
the work–life balance; viii) social dialogue and 
worker involvement; ix) diversity and non-
discrimination; and x) overall work performance.
each of them quantified by specific in-
dicators encompassing both charac-
teristics of the job and of the worker, 
such as those related to skills, working 
conditions, reconciliation between 
non-working and working life, health 
and safety at work and job satisfac-
tion, as well as aspects covering the 
wider socio-economic context (e.g. 
employment rates, growth in aggre-
gate labour productivity). In 2003, the 
Commission adopted another com-
munication15 that reviewed progress 
in improving quality in work in the EU. 
In an annex, it includes the list of indi-
cators approved by the Council to be 
used for monitoring quality in work 
(see section 2.4).16  
The communications on job quality 
stress the importance of synergies be-
tween job quality and the other main 
objectives of the EES – namely full em-
ployment, labour productivity, and 
social cohesion and inclusion. In fact, 
progress in some dimensions of job 
quality, such as more and better invest-
ment in human capital and vocational 
training or the adoption of innovative 
forms of work organisation can foster 
innovation activities, and thereby pro-
ductivity growth (Lorenz and Valeyre, 
2006). However, reforms of employ-
ment protection legislation, focusing 
exclusively on easing the rules on fixed-
term contracts, may not only aggravate 
labour market segmentation, but also 
have negative effects on productivity, 
as high labour turnover rates, associat-
ed with large shares of temporary work, 
reduce firms’ incentives to invest in their 
workers’ training (Dolado et al., 2001). 
Job quality issues regained visibility with-
in the EU employment policy debate in 
the first half of 2007. In fact, the informal 
Employment, Social Policy, Health and 
Consumer Affairs Council (EPSCO) held 
in January 2007 during the German Pres-
idency put forward a number of ‘princi-
ples’ for ‘good work’ – specifically 
i) fair  wages; 
15  European Commission (2003).
16  It should be remembered that such a list 
was the outcome of a political negotiation 
between Member States, leading to partial 
divergence with respect to initial Commission 
Services’ proposal.151
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ii)  protection against health risks  
at work; 
iii)  workers’ rights to assert their 
interests and to participate; 
iv)  family-friendly working  
arrangements; 
v) enough  jobs. 
Job quality is increasingly seen as one 
of the key elements of a renewed Euro-
pean Social Model which can reconcile 
economic efficiency and social cohe-
sion in an environment characterised 
by more intense global competition. 
The European Foundation for the 
Improvement of Living and Working 
Conditions (European Foundation) 
devised a framework for addressing 
work and employment quality con-
cerns (European Foundation, 2002) 
built around four main dimensions: 
i)  career and employment security
ii)  health and well-being of workers 
iii)  reconciliation of working and 
non-working life
iv) skill  development. 
This framework bears a strong resem-
blance to that of the EU, except for ex-
cluding some aspects which relate more 
to overall labour market outcomes than 
to the job itself (e.g. employment rates).  
International organisations like the ILO 
and the Organisation for Economic Coop-
eration and Development (OECD) have 
also included job quality issues in their 
agendas. In 1999, the ILO developed the 
concept of ‘decent work’, which includes 
four strategic objectives, namely: 
i)  the promotion of labour rights
ii) employment
iii) social  protection
iv) social  dialogue. 
Due to the presence of developing as well 
as developed countries in the ILO, its con-
cept includes labour rights and social pro-
tection aspects in its definition. Given that 
the external dimension is one of the five 
key areas17 for the future of the EES (EPSCO 
Council, December 2007), this has allowed 
the emergence of synergies between the 
EU and the ILO’s job quality strategies. In 
this line, the EU has shown support for 
promoting the decent work agenda in the 
world in a series of policy documents.18
The OECD has not included job qual-
ity within the main goals of its original 
jobs strategy, which was more focused 
on labour market de-regulation. More 
recently, however, it has developed 
such an agenda, having significant 
points in common with the EES, such 
as the emphasis on the role of human 
capital and work–life balance.  
In 2007, the fourth international semi-
nar on the measurement of the quality 
of work took place in Geneva. Experts 
from interested countries and inter-
national organisations were present, 
namely the ILO, the European Foun-
dation, Eurostat and the Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Affairs 
and Equal Opportunities (DG EMPL).19 
This seminar was an opportunity to 
compare the existing frameworks for 
measuring quality of work established 
by the ILO (decent work), the EU (quality 
of work), and the European Foundation 
(job and employment quality), bringing 
them together into a proposed frame-
work for international use, described by 
the heading ‘quality of employment’. At 
the seminar, there was general agree-
ment to organise the proposed interna-
tional framework for quality of employ-
ment around 11 dimensions and a list of 
about 50 indicators.20
17  The other four priority areas are: flexicurity, 
active inclusion, the New skills for new jobs 
initiative and active ageing.
18  European Commission (2001b, 2004a and 
2006a), see also the site on the EU and Global 
Trade: http://ec.europa.eu/trade/issues/global/
index_en.htm.
19  The United Nations Economic and Social 
Council (UNECE) acted as the secretariat. All 
papers and presentations from the seminar are 
available on the UNECE site: http://www.unece.
org/stats/documents/2007.04.labour.htm.
20  The proposed 11 dimensions are: i) access 
to employment; ii) child labour and forced 
labour; iii) income from employment; iv) skill 
development and lifelong learning; v) hours 
of work and working-time arrangements; 
vi) flexicurity; vii) balancing work and 
Concerns about the ‘decline of good 
jobs’ have also been raised within the 
United States’ (US) academic and politi-
cal debate. The focus in the US is firmly 
on wages as a central measure of job 
quality; hence Schmitt (2008) defines a 
good job as one paying above the me-
dian male hourly wage and providing 
health insurance and a pension plan. 
According to this definition, the share 
of good jobs in the US labour market 
declined somewhat between 1979 and 
2005, from 23.1% to 22.1%. However, 
controlling for compositional effects 
of the US labour force – namely age 
and education levels – the decline is 
estimated to be much larger, reaching 
15.8% in 200521 and signalling substan-
tial erosion in job quality in the US. 
Using longitudinal data, Hacker (2006) 
argues that work has become riskier 
and more unstable in the US over past 
decades. He points to an overall ‘risk 
shift’ taking place in the US economy, 
whereby the burden of risk-sharing 
has been gradually passed from gov-
ernment’s welfare policies and em-
ployers’ funded health and pension 
plans onto workers. In this context, 
the old ‘American work contract’, char-
acterised by some degree of risk-shar-
ing between workers and employers, 
has been replaced by a different one 
characterised by more frequent use of 
restructuring and downsizing, togeth-
er with a more limited offer of health 
and pension plans as part of the over-
all workers’ compensation package. As 
a result, employees face higher risks, 
and in case of dismissal may be forced 
to accept substantial wage cuts and/
or deteriorating working conditions. 
High educational attainment no long-
er constitutes a guarantee of income 
security and career progress, as wage 
inequality has significantly increased 
also among highly educated and older 
workers, together with the incidence 
of long-term unemployment. 
non-working life; viii) fair treatment in 
employment; ix) safe work; x) social protection 
in employment; and xi) social dialogue. A 
taskforce is currently in charge of developing 
the achievements of the April 2007 seminar. 
A new seminar is planned for mid-2009 to 
discuss a list of indicators.
21   The workforce is divided in 12 groups, 
according to age and education attainment levels. 152
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Box 1: Job quality and flexicurity
Consideration of job quality issues at EU level predates the more recent debate on flexicurity policies, while the articu-
lation of the two concepts is not always clear. In many ways, both concepts are embedded in the specific economic 
and political context of the period when they entered the debate. Hence, concerns about job quality originated in the 
prevailing political climate at the end of 1990s reflecting the relatively favourable macroeconomic conditions at the 
time as well as the specific concerns of some Member States. 
The subsequent deterioration of the economic situation during the early part of this decade triggered a shift of focus in 
the EU from job quality to job creation, with the emphasis on labour market reforms to make them more efficient and 
adaptable to change. Concerns about excessive labour market rigidity, which is detrimental to employment creation, 
has led a number of Member States to undertake, since the late 1990s, reforms aimed at tackling their strict employ-
ment protection rules. In most cases, though, these have substantially lessened regulations on the use of temporary 
and other non-standard jobs, while maintaining existing provisions on permanent employment contracts. Such re-
forms have contributed to significant reductions in unemployment but at the same time led to segmented labour 
markets, with increasing numbers of workers ‘trapped’ in temporary contracts with little chance of moving to more 
secure jobs. This has resulted in a widespread perception of higher job insecurity and precariousness (Boeri, 2008), thus 
conveying the idea that having more jobs necessarily implies that many of them are of ‘bad’ quality.  
The EU policy debate on flexicurity has been a response to the concerns about segmentation of labour markets. Flexi-
curity is defined as ‘an integrated strategy to enhance, at the same time, flexibility and security in the labour market’ 
(European Commission, 2007b). It can therefore be argued that the main difference between the flexicurity approach 
and job quality lies on the increased emphasis of the former on the overall labour market performance rather than on 
individual jobs’ characteristics and working conditions.
At the same time, however, while calling for ‘sufficiently flexible contractual arrangements’ (EPSCO Council conclu-
sions December 2007) the flexicurity strategy recognises the potential negative effects of reforms ‘at the margin’ and 
underlines that flexibility should be associated with successful transitions over time (e.g. from job to job and from un-
employment/inactivity to work) as well as upward mobility to better jobs – i.e. offering higher pay and better working 
conditions (European Commission, 2007b). Hence, there is no contradiction in principle between reforms aiming at 
enhancing the flexibility and dynamism of labour markets, and those aimed at improving job quality. 
Furthermore, the flexicurity approach encompasses a number of policy tools aimed at supporting successful moves 
within the labour market, including the provision of training/lifelong learning programmes, enabling workers to con-
tinually upgrade their skills and thus, enhance their adaptability to change. This constitutes another area of synergy 
with job quality as training is a key component of the latter, both in the Laeken definition and in the extended frame-
work proposed in this chapter. In this context, the growth in the number of fixed-term contract jobs may have discour-
aged both employers and employees from investing in human capital and contributed to depressing the rate of labour 
productivity growth in the EU over the last decade. 
Moreover, the common principles of flexicurity (EPSCO Council conclusions December 2007) give an equal emphasis 
to external and internal (i.e. within the enterprise) aspects of flexibility. In relation to the latter, they call for promoting 
high-quality and productive workplaces and good organisation of work. In fact, firms in industrialised economies have 
increasingly adopted innovative or ‘high performance’ work organisation practices (OECD, 1999), including teamwork, 
task rotation, worker autonomy and enhanced participation in decision-making, total quality management, etc. 
One branch of the economic literature (Ichniovski et al., 1997; Caroli and van Reenen, 2001) has highlighted the posi-
tive impact of new work practices on productivity, especially in connection with IT and the availability of a skilled work-
force. As regards the impact of new work practices on working conditions, however, the indications in the literature 
are ambiguous. Although there is evidence (Askenazi et al., 2001) that some of those practices, such as task rotation 
and quality norms, can lead to increased frequency of work injuries and greater mental strain, other contributions 
underline that appropriate combinations of them (e.g. increased task complexity accompanied by greater autonomy 
and discretion at work; see Karasek, 1998 and European Commission, 2007a) may reduce stress and increase job sat-
isfaction. This implies that specific ‘clusters’ of innovative work practices can improve firms’ profitability, job quality in 
general, and working conditions in particular. 
In conclusion, flexicurity has to some extent implied a shift of focus from individual jobs’ characteristics to the overall 
labour market performance and reform strategies. However, this does not mean that there is a trade-off with job qual-
ity issues, but rather that these approaches should be seen as complementary. Flexicurity does not call for the system-
atic dismantling of employment protection rules but rather for their redesign in order to maximise workers’ transitions 
to ‘better’ jobs. Skills, training and human capital formation, together with efficient work organisation in the firm, are 
key ingredients for improving both workers’ adaptability and labour productivity, implying strong synergies between 
flexicurity policies and job quality improvements.153
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Monitoring job quality:  2.4. 
the Laeken indicators
This section reviews the list of job 
quality indicators endorsed at the 
Laeken European Council in Decem-
ber 2001 and discusses their adequa-
cy to capture and monitor the multi-
dimensionality of the concept. The EU 
definition comprises 10 dimensions 
of job quality, proposing for each area 
key and context indicators. However, 
for some dimensions, not all indicators 
have yet been agreed or developed 
for lack of political consensus. Table 1 
provides the list of Laeken indicators, 
classified by job quality dimension. 
Each job quality indicator is briefly 
discussed and, in some cases, comple-
mentary indicators are proposed.
Intrinsic job quality •   – the im-
portance of addressing the issue 
of the transition between labour 
market statuses, pay levels and 
contract types is consistent with a 
dynamic perspective of job quality 
as stressed by the TLM framework. 
Moreover, the inclusion of job sat-
isfaction complies with the recom-
mendation to use both objective 
and subjective indicators of job 
quality, as previously discussed 
(see section 2.2 above). However, 
the absence of data on the level 
and distribution of pay is a major 
omission.
Skills, lifelong learning and ca- • 
reer development – on this di-
mension, the Laeken indicators 
are in line with other theoretical 
approaches, such as the human 
capital literature and the TLM 
school. However, the specific in-
Table 1: The Laeken indicators of job quality
Dimension Indicator
1) Intrinsic job quality Transitions between non-employment and employment and, within employment, by 
pay level
Transitions between non-employment and employment and, within employment, by 
type of contract
Satisfaction with type of work in present job
2) Lifelong learning and career 
development
Percentage of the working age population participating in education and training by 
gender, age group, employment status and education level
Percentage of the labour force using computers in work, with or without speciﬁc training
3) Gender equality Ratio of women’s gross hourly earnings to men’s for paid employees at work  
Employment rate gap between men and women
Unemployment rate gap between men and women
Gender segregation in occupations1
Gender segregation in sectors2
4) Health and safety at work The evolution of the incidence rate3
5) Flexibility and security Number of employees working part-time and with ﬁxed-term contracts as a percent-
age of the total number of employees 
6) Inclusion and access to the 
labour market
Transitions between employment, unemployment and inactivity
Transitions between non-employment and employment or training
Total employment rate, and by age group and education level
Total long-term unemployment rate, and by gender
Percentage of early-school-leavers4
Youth unemployment ratio5
7) Work organisation and the work–
life balance
Difference in employment rates for individuals aged 20 to 50 in households having or 
not a child aged between 0 and 6 years
Children cared for (other than by the family) as a proportion of all children in the 
same age group
Employees who left over the last year their job for family duties and intend to go back 
to work but are currently unavailable for work 
8) Social dialogue and workers’ 
involvement
No agreement
9) Diversity and non-discrimi-
nation
Employment rate gap for workers aged between 55 to 64 years old
Employment and unemployment rate gaps for ethnic minorities and immigrants
10) Overall economic perform-
ance and productivity
Growth in labour productivity (both per hour worked and per person employed)
Total output (both per hour worked and per person employed)
Percentage of the population having achieved at least upper secondary education by 
gender, age group and employment status
Source: Adapted from European Commission (2003).
Notes: (1) The occupational segregation index is calculated as: i =  where M, total male employment; Mi, the number of males in occupation i; F, the total female 
  employment; and Fi, the number of females in occupation i. The index varies between 0 and 1. A higher index means more segregation in the distribution of occupations by gender 
(Emerek et al., 2003). (2) The segregation-by-sector index is calculated as in the previous footnote but using economic sector instead of occupation. (3) Defined as the number of acci-
dents at work per 100 000 persons in employment. (4) Percentage of 18–24 year-olds having achieved lower secondary education or less and not attending further education or training. 
(5) Unemployed aged 15–24 as a percentage of total population in the same age bracket.
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dicators chosen present two main 
weaknesses: 
i)  they focus exclusively on par-
ticipation in vocational train-
ing, disregarding its intensity 
both in terms of volume (i.e. 
number of hours) and cost 
per participant; 
ii)  they concentrate on the sup-
ply side of skills (except for 
the indicator concerning the 
use of computers).22
Gender equality •    – this dimension 
reflects the importance of gender 
issues in the EU. One methodo-
logical caveat concerns gender 
segregation indicators (both by 
economic sector and occupation). 
Evidence shows that their relative 
stability over time results basically 
from two offsetting trends: 
i)  an increase in female em-
ployment in jobs implying 
hierarchical responsibilities;
ii)   an increase in female-dom-
inated low-qualified jobs23 
(Emerek et al., 2003).
Health and safety at work •   – this 
dimension considers only one in-
dicator – the rate of serious acci-
dents at work. Therefore, a number 
of important variables are not 
captured, including occupational 
diseases, stress at work and work 
intensity.  
Flexibility and security •   – this 
dimension has recently been re-
named ‘Flexicurity’, which adopts 
a holistic perspective of labour 
market policies and institutions, 
22  E.g. highly educated young adults may 
easily become dissatisfied if qualification 
requirements in their first job are lower than 
their initial level of education (Belfield and 
Harris, 2002). 
23 Since 1992, especially in southern EU 
Member States, the share of women has 
increased both among managers and 
professionals and among some categories 
where women were already over-represented, 
such as service workers and clerks. This 
occupational polarisation of female 
employment would not be captured using an 
indicator of gender segregation.
compared with the concept of 
job quality (see Box 1 above). The 
Laeken indicators on this dimen-
sion are rather limited in their 
scope, basically concerning part-
time and fixed-term employment. 
It is difficult to draw clear cut 
conclusions on the desirability of 
these contractual arrangements, 
though fixed-term contracts are 
more likely to be associated with 
undesirable outcomes than part-
time jobs as evidenced by lower 
voluntary take-up rates for the 
former. Nevertheless, although 
voluntary part-time work may 
facilitate the reconciliation be-
tween work and family life, it can 
also harm career prospects.
Inclusion and access to the la- • 
bour market – this dimension 
includes several indicators on the 
overall socio-economic and labour 
market context, such as employ-
ment rates, and long-term and 
youth unemployment rates. This is 
partly at odds with the theoretical 
debate, as summarised in section 
2.3, which emphasises the role of 
individual’s job characteristics as 
key determinants of job quality.
Work organisation and the    • 
work -life balance – this dimen-
sion has a strong gender orienta-
tion, taking into account the poli-
cies favouring the reconciliation 
between work and family life, such 
as the availability of childcare and 
care systems for older people. 
However, this dimension does 
not include indicators on work-
ing practices, such as the extent of 
autonomy granted to workers, job 
rotation, teamwork or networking 
practices. This contrasts with the 
attention paid in the literature to 
the impact of new work organisa-
tion practices on job quality and 
worker satisfaction (section 2.2).
Social dialogue and worker in- • 
volvement – at present this job 
quality dimension is not covered 
by any indicator, although the the-
oretical debate (section 2.2) identi-
fies worker consultation, participa-
tion in decision-making and good 
social relationships at work as im-
portant elements of job quality. 
This should be seen, therefore, as a 
major weakness in practice. 
Diversity and non-discrimina- • 
tion – this component is comple-
mentary to the gender dimension, 
introducing age, the national ori-
gin of workers and minority issues 
in the analysis of job quality.
Overall economic performance  • 
and productivity – this dimen-
sion largely refers to contextual 
macroeconomic indicators, such 
as the growth rate and level of 
labour productivity in the whole 
economy. The choice of indicators 
for this component makes it diffi-
cult to evaluate outcomes in terms 
of job quality, because while on 
the one hand, job quality is posi-
tively correlated with productivity 
levels, largely reflecting higher lev-
els of human capital; on the other, 
it tends also to be negatively cor-
related with productivity growth 
rates, reflecting the catch-up of 
poorer countries. 
Conclusions    2.5. 
The theoretical overview provided in 
section 2.2, section 2.3’s comparison 
with frameworks elaborated by oth-
er international institutions and the 
synthetic review of the Laeken indi-
cators in section 2.4 enable the main 
strengths and weaknesses of the EU’s 
current categorisation of job quality 
to be identified.  
The main strong points can be cited   
as follows: 
The EU’s job quality framework  • 
is broad in its scope, thereby ac-
knowledging the multi-dimen-
sionality of the concept.
Both subjective and objective  • 
measures are considered.
It provides a dynamic perspective,  • 
taking into account both labour 
market and pay transitions, togeth-
er with a well-developed gender 
and work–life balance perspective. 155
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However, the following weak points 
can be listed:
The EU’s job quality framework in- • 
cludes economy-wide indicators 
that are not directly related to the 
characteristics of a particular job 
and only provide information on 
the socio-economic context. 
The EU’s framework excludes some  • 
indicators, which have been iden-
tified as relevant and important, 
such as wages, work intensity and 
some more qualitative aspects of 
human capital formation. 
Based on this summary, and follow-
ing the findings of the economic lit-
erature, section 3 contains some sug-
gestions for improving the EU’s job 
quality framework by considering a 
number of complementary aspects. 
The resulting enlarged framework is 
then used to provide a typology of 
job quality ‘models’ in the EU, along 
the following four dimensions:24
Socio-economic security •   – this 
approximately covers dimensions 
1, 5, 6 and 9 in the EU’s definition, 
but includes variables on wages.
Training •   – this roughly corre-
sponds to dimensions 2 and 10, 
but incorporates variables on 
qualitative aspects.
Working conditions •   – this roughly 
encompasses dimensions 4 and 8, 
but also covers variables on work 
intensity.
Reconciliation of working and  • 
non-working life and gender bal-
ance – this roughly corresponds to 
dimensions 3 and 7.
24  This typology is relatively similar to the one 
proposed earlier by the European Foundation 
and discussed in section 2.3 above.
Job quality regimes  3. 
in the EU
Comparative capitalism  3.1. 
and job quality
This section presents the results of 
a detailed empirical analysis of the 
main dimensions of job quality in-
tended to classify EU Member States 
using a reduced number of job qual-
ity ‘regimes’. The analytical framework 
is derived from the theory of institu-
tions and comparative capitalism25, 
which highlights the existence of dif-
ferent country-specific institutional 
arrangements which result, in turn, in 
different socio-economic outcomes 
and distinct capitalism models.  
The ‘comparative capitalism’ approach 
makes two main assumptions:
Economic actions represent a par- 1. 
ticular form of social actions that 
need to be coordinated and man-
aged by institutional arrangements 
(Jackson and Deeg, 2006).
Institutions are interdependent or  2. 
complementary, implying that in-
stitutions in a given domain affect 
outcomes in other areas (e.g. wel-
fare/employment protection poli-
cies affect the working of product 
markets and firms’ adaptability) 
and that overall macroeconomic 
performance depends on policy in-
teractions rather than on individual 
policies. 
The major results of this literature can 
be summarised as follows: institution-
al interdependence does not guaran-
tee economic efficiency in itself and 
can be associated with sub-optimal 
outcomes. Different institutional ar-
rangements may be equally effective 
in terms of obtaining good socio-
economic outcomes – i.e. they may be 
‘functional equivalents’, implying that 
the comparative analysis of capitalism 
models does not provide a unique 
normative recommendation on the 
25  See the literature on ‘varieties of capitalism’ 
(Hall and Soskice, 2001) and the work of the 
French Regulation School (Boyer, 2006 and 
Amable, 2003).
‘best’ institutional arrangements. It is 
possible to relate various typologies 
of capitalism, such as those devel-
oped by Hall and Soskice (2001) and 
Amable (2003), to different job quality 
outcomes, even though this literature 
does not explicitly address the issue 
of job quality. In this context, a care-
ful reading suggests that job quality is 
likely to be influenced by the follow-
ing institutions:
Industrial relations and the  • 
wage bargaining system – for 
example, the degree of centrali-
sation and coordination of wage 
bargaining can have a huge im-
pact on how economic shocks 
affect wage determination 
(  Calmfors and Driffil, 1988).
Education and training system •   
– the availability and intensity of 
education and training affects 
job quality, but the relationship 
between how national education 
and training systems are organ-
ised and the accumulation of skills 
is unclear (Crouch et al., 1999).
Welfare systems, labour mar- • 
ket policies and institutions – 
Esping-Andersen’s (1990) welfare 
model is especially relevant for 
considering gender issues and the 
reconciliation of working and non-
working life. 
Work organisation practices •   
– more advanced forms of work 
organisation26 are often associ-
ated with complementary human 
resource management policies, 
yielding higher compensation 
packages. However, they may in 
some cases imply work intensi-
fication and more stress at work 
(Askenazi and Caroli, 2002). 
The empirical analysis carried out in 
section 3.2 identifies different models 
of employment quality in Europe and 
proposes a typology. The job qual-
ity typology should, however, not be 
26  New forms of work organisation are 
characterised by high levels of autonomy 
at work, task rotation and teamwork, 
task complexity, problem solving and 
communication structures at work.156
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considered ‘normative’ – i.e. ranking 
models or (implicitly) recommending 
any given model over any other. 
Job quality regimes  3.2. 
This section presents a taxonomy of 
European job quality models based 
on an enlarged dataset that includes 
the Laeken indicators, together with 
a number of complementary variables 
discussed above (see section 2). The 
aim is to better identify the main di-
mensions of job quality, better charac-
terise national job quality regimes, and 
use the results to compare the Laeken 
indicators with the enlarged dataset.
The methodology used corresponds 
to the ‘tandem analysis’ (Nardo et al., 
2005). First, a principal component 
analysis (PCA) is carried out, followed 
by a cluster analysis (CA). PCA is a mul-
tivariate technique that aims to reduce 
a large number of variables to a lim-
ited number of factors that account for 
most of the variability in the original 
data.27 CA is then applied to the coun-
tries’ scores along the factors previous-
ly identified in order to group Member 
States into a few distinctive clusters, 
based on some measure of ‘distance’.28 
The following three criteria are used 
to define the set of variables/indica-
tors to be considered in the analysis. 
First, additional indicators on im- • 
portant aspects not covered by 
the Laeken indicators are consid-
27  This is achieved by transforming correlated 
variables into a new set of uncorrelated factors: 
the principal components. The latter can 
then be interpreted as capturing one or more 
dimension(s) of the concept under analysis 
(e.g. job quality). However, application of this 
multivariate technique warrants a few words 
of caution about its robustness and the policy 
conclusions that can be derived from it. First, 
PCA is based on correlations and, hence, does 
not necessarily provide any indication of causal 
relationships. Second, results of clustering are 
often sensitive to the particular methodology 
and parameters chosen for the procedure. 
Third, the success of PCA largely depends on 
its ability to reduce the initial set of variables 
to a limited number of principal components; 
hence variables weakly correlated may be 
wrongly discarded. 
28  See Box 1 in Employment in Europe 2006, p. 
109 (European Commission, 2006b) for more 
details on the methodology of PCA and CA.
ered, such as wages, work inten-
sity and some qualitative aspects 
of training. 
Second, for simplification purposes  • 
some detailed breakdowns of the 
Laeken indicators are not included. 
Third, equal importance is given to  • 
the four dimensions of job quality 
identified in section 2.4 in order 
to correct any imbalance in the 
Laeken list of indicators: 
socio-economic security i) 
education and training ii) 
working conditions  iii) 
reconciliation of working  iv) 
and non-working life/gender 
 balance.
Although discussion in section 2 
above would call for the exclusion of 
socio-economic contextual variables, 
a few are retained in the analysis (see 
the last section of Table 2), such as 
employment rate, productivity etc., in 
order to characterise the different job 
quality models in terms of aggregate 
socio-economic performance.29
Table 2 lists the set of variables/indi-
cators included in the analysis (classi-
fied using four dimensions) and their 
correlation coefficients for the three 
main principal components identified 
in the PCA. The analysis is carried out 
for the EU and based on the most re-
cent data available, mainly covering 
the period 2005–06. Figures are mainly 
derived from the Labour Force Survey 
(LFS), the compendium of indicators 
for monitoring the Employment Guide-
lines, approved by the Employment 
Committee (EMCO), and the fourth 
wave of the European Working Condi-
tions Survey (EWCS) carried out by the 
European Foundation. The detailed list 
of data with respective sources can be 
found in the annex to this chapter.
29  Moreover, the long-term unemployment 
rate is also included to capture the ability of a 
certain ‘regime’ to ensure sustainable labour 
market attachment, contributing to workers’ 
socio-economic security.
While at odds with discussion in sec-
tion 2, the list excludes indicators 
of labour market transitions solely 
due to unavailability of suitable data 
sources, as calculation of transition 
probabilities requires longitudinal 
datasets following individual employ-
ment histories over several years, such 
as the European Union Statistics on In-
come and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), 
which is not yet available for a suffi-
cient number of EU Member States.
The three principal components ac-
count for more than half (52.3%) of 
the overall variability in the data. Us-
ing the correlation coefficients be-
tween the variables and the princi-
pal components (see also Chart 1), it 
is possible to interpret the first three 
principal components as follows: the 
first one, which accounts for 26.4% of 
the total variance in the data, is posi-
tively correlated with average wages, 
job satisfaction, good prospects for 
career advancement, participation in 
training and use of computers. In con-
trast, it is negatively correlated with the 
in-work risk of poverty, the long-term 
unemployment rate and a number of 
indicators associated with unfavour-
able working conditions, such as long 
working days, health at risk because 
of work30, and jobs involving painful 
or tiring positions. 
The first factor can be interpreted as 
capturing socio-economic security and 
(good) working conditions. Correlations 
with a few socio-economic contextual 
variables (at the bottom of Table 2) 
suggest that a higher score tends to 
be associated with better labour mar-
ket outcomes (e.g. higher employment 
rates and lower youth unemployment 
ratios) as well as favourable outcomes 
in terms of productivity levels. These 
results imply the existence of syner-
gies – instead of a trade-off – between 
qualitative and quantitative outcomes 
in the labour market. However, the 
first factor also displays a positive 
30  Moreover, background analysis carried 
out in Davoine et al. (2008) highlights that 
the variable ‘health at risk because of work’ 
can summarise a broad range of physical risks 
associated with work, such as ‘breathing in 
smokes, fumes, dust etc…’ or ‘job involves 
moving heavy loads’.157
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Table 2: PCA analysis on an extended set of job quality indicators
Principal components D1 D2 D3
Variability (%) 26.4% 16.5% 9.4%
Cumulative (%) 26.4% 42.9% 52.3%
Correlations with principal components    
Socio-economic security    
Job satisfaction 0.81 0.02 -0.29
Perception of being well paid for the work done 0.82 0.14 -0.14
Wages 0.90 -0.01 0.02
Prospects for career advancement in the job 0.71 0.29 -0.08
Share of ﬁxed-term contracts 0.09 0.30 0.32
Share of involuntary ﬁxed-term contracts -0.22 0.29 0.40
In-work at risk of poverty -0.56 0.32 0.23
Long-term unemployment rate -0.66 0.11 -0.45
Education and training    
Participation in training and education 0.76 -0.35 0.19
Participation in training and education for workers aged 55–64 0.60 -0.32 0.29
Participation in training and education (unemployed) 0.63 -0.27 0.24
Cost of training per participant 0.67 0.39 0.02
Hours in training per participant -0.06 0.21 0.50
Early school-leavers -0.07 0.62 0.28
Use of computers 0.88 -0.11 -0.13
Population’s educational attainment  -0.07 -0.84 -0.19
Reconciliation-gender balance    
Gender pay gap 0.15 -0.67 -0.11
Gender employment gap -0.08 0.77 -0.20
Gender unemployment gap 0.06 -0.65 0.01
Gender sectoral segregation -0.12 -0.67 0.09
Gender occupational segregation -0.10 -0.73 -0.03
Part-time employment rate 0.82 0.01 -0.08
Involuntary part-time employment -0.56 0.17 0.43
Employment impact of parenthood on women -0.18 -0.43 -0.59
Employment impact of parenthood on men 0.16 -0.33 -0.34
Availability of childcare (less than 3 years old) 0.66 -0.05 0.46
Availability of childcare (3 years old-compulsory school age) 0.63 -0.05 0.10
Availability of childcare (compulsory school age-12 years old) 0.39 0.31 0.40
Inactives not seeking employment due to family responsibilities  -0.07 -0.01 0.03
Length of maternity leave 0.10 -0.58 0.39
Working conditions    
Work accident rate -0.26 -0.35 0.43
Painful/tiring positions at work -0.51 0.30 0.52
Tasks’ repetitiveness 0.33 -0.08 0.51
Health at risk because of work -0.69 -0.11 0.46
Working to tight deadlines 0.46 -0.08 0.00
Working at very high speed 0.41 0.02 0.23
Consulted about changes in work organisation 0.24 -0.57 0.07
Long working days -0.64 -0.12 -0.01
Working at night -0.16 -0.07 -0.65
Socio-economic context    
Employment rate for people aged 15–64  0.74 -0.43 0.23
Older workers’ employment rate gap 0.04 0.44 -0.54
Youth unemployment ratio -0.53 0.31 -0.10
Growth in labour productivity, per person employed -0.45 -0.81 -0.01
Growth in labour productivity, per hour worked -0.34 -0.68 0.12
Productivity per employee 0.75 0.34 -0.16
Productivity per hour worked 0.72 0.32 -0.11
Source: Adapted from Davoine et al. (2008).   
Note: All listed variables are ‘active’ – i.e. they all contribute to the definition of the principal components. Correlations larger than 0.4 in absolute value are in bold.158
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  correlation with work intensity indi-
cators (i.e. working at high speed and 
under tight deadlines), which suggests 
that problems of work intensification 
may be more acute in countries with 
high wage/productivity and good 
  socio-economic security outcomes. 
The second principal component, 
which accounts for 16.5% of the overall 
variability in the data, is positively cor-
related with the gender employment 
gap and the share of early school-leav-
ers, but negatively correlated with edu-
cational attainment, gender occupa-
tional/sectoral segregation and the pay 
gap as well as the number of months of 
maternity leave. Hence, this factor can 
be interpreted as representing gender 
balance and initial education. As re-
gards gender balance, the second axis 
suggests the existence of a trade-off 
between female employment, on the 
one hand, and gender occupational/
sectoral segregation and the pay gap31, 
on the other hand. Concerning contex-
tual variables, the second axis is nega-
tively correlated with growth in labour 
productivity, possibly implying the 
negative impact of low levels of educa-
tional attainment. Finally, this axis is also 
negatively correlated with an indicator 
on social dialogue at the workplace (i.e. 
share of workers being consulted on 
changes in work organisation). 
The third principal component, which 
accounts for 9.4% of overall variability 
in the data, can be interpreted as cap-
turing some aspects related to work-
ing conditions and gender balance not 
captured in the first two axes. The third 
axis is positively correlated with the re-
31  When women’s labour market participation 
is low, occupational/sectoral segregation and 
pay gap tend also to be low.
petitiveness of tasks and the change in 
the number of accidents in the 1998–
2004 period, but negatively correlated 
with working at night. Furthermore, it 
is positively associated with the share 
of involuntary fixed-term employment. 
As regards gender issues, it is positively 
correlated with the availability of child-
care. Finally, the third axis appears to be 
positively correlated with hours spent 
in training32, which can be interpreted 
as a proxy of its intensity.
Chart 1 plots the correlation coeffi-
cients between the variables and the 
first two principal components using 
the ‘unitary circles’.33 
32   The first axis captures participation in training.
33  A variable close to the unitary circle has 
a high correlation with a linear combination 
of the two principal components being 
considered, hence it is well represented by one 
(or both) of them. 
Chart 1: Correlation coefficients between variables and the two principal components,  
representing 42.9% of overall variability in the data
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In the second step of the analysis, 
country scores on the principal com-
ponents are used to classify Member 
States across a reduced number of 
clusters based on their similarity/dis-
similarity in terms of the main dimen-
sions of job quality. In other words, 
each cluster groups those countries 
sharing a relatively similar model of 
job quality.34 
The resulting taxonomy appears to 
identify four job quality systems in the 
EU (see Table 3), which can be charac-
terised as follows:
A  •  Nordic cluster, including Den-
mark, Finland, Sweden, the UK and 
the Netherlands – this system is 
characterised by high wages35 and 
overall good socio-economic se-
curity, together with good work-
ing conditions. It also displays 
high participation in training and 
large availability of childcare facili-
ties. Job satisfaction, employment 
rates and productivity levels are 
also relatively high. However, aver-
age work intensity is higher than 
in other clusters. Hence, this clus-
ter ranks relatively high on the first 
axis. It is, nonetheless, in a low-to 
intermediate position on the sec-
ond axis, which reflects a relatively 
low gender employment gap and 
a relatively high average educa-
tional attainment.
A  •  Continental cluster, including 
Belgium, Germany, Austria, Lux-
embourg, France, Ireland, Cyprus 
and Slovenia – this system is close 
to the average EU situation in 
most indicators. It ranks in an in-
34  The technique used is the hierarchical 
ascending clustering method which consists 
in grouping similar cases (countries in our 
analysis), by maximising inter-classes ‘distance’ 
and minimising intra-classes ‘distance’. A 
classification tree is obtained that is partitioned 
at a certain ‘cut-off point’ chosen by the 
researcher in order to get an ‘optimal’ number of 
clusters. See Nardo et al. (2005) for details.
35  i.e. high wages compared with the EU 
average. The reader should keep in mind 
that this does not say anything about wage 
distribution. This information is partially 
captured via the share of working poor. As 
the latter is negatively correlated with the first 
axis, the Nordic cluster is also characterised by 
relatively more equal wage distribution at the 
lower end of the earnings scale.
termediate-to-high position both 
on the first axis, which signals a 
relatively favourable situation in 
terms of socio-economic security 
and working conditions, and on 
the second axis, which suggests 
the prevalence of intermediate-
to-high gender employment gaps 
and intermediate-to-low levels of 
educational attainment. The low 
ranking along the third axis is as-
sociated with a relatively high em-
ployment gap for older workers.
A  •  Southern cluster, including 
Greece, Portugal, Italy, Malta and 
Spain – this system is characterised 
by an overall unfavourable perform-
ance in terms of job quality. Countries 
in this cluster display intermediate-
to-low scores on the first axis, which 
are associated with low levels of so-
cio-economic security, training and 
working conditions. Furthermore, 
they tend to be located on the upper 
end of the second axis, signalling rel-
atively low levels of educational at-
tainment, large gender employment 
gaps and a lack of social dialogue. 
A higher-than-average score on the 
third axis in this cluster – namely in 
Spain, Portugal and Greece – reflects 
the importance of labour market 
segmentation in these countries.
A  •  New Member States’ cluster, in-
cluding Poland, Romania, Hungary, 
Bulgaria, Slovakia, the Czech Repub-
lic, Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia – 
this system has relatively low scores 
on the first axis, particularly in Po-
land, Slovakia and Romania, which 
imply low socio-economic security 
and rather unfavourable working 
conditions (e.g. high health risks), 
which are partly offset by the rela-
tively low work intensity. However, 
these countries display an interme-
diate-to-low score on the second 
axis, due to the relatively high level 
of initial education achieved. Finally, 
they are characterised by low pro-
ductivity levels and high produc-
tivity growth rates, as expected in 
‘catching-up’ countries. 
Chart 2 plots countries’ scores along 
the first two axes (socio-economic se-
curity/working conditions and gender 
balance/initial education).
All considered, this analysis points to sig-
nificant differences across EU Member 
States as regards job quality, with Scan-
dinavian countries, together with the 
Netherlands and the UK, showing better 
outcomes. Furthermore, these results do 
not seem to support the hypothesis of a 
trade-off between job quantity and qual-
ity, as for instance, countries belonging 
to the Nordic cluster exhibit both good 
outcomes in terms of employment rates, 
productivity levels and other indicators 
related to job quality. 
The results of this clustering exercise, 
using the list of indicators of Table 2, are 
quite similar to those obtained in the lit-
erature, such as Esping-Andersen’s and 
Amable’s typologies (see section 3.1). In 
addition, they are roughly in line with 
the taxonomy of flexicurity regimes 
identified in the 2006 and 2007 editions 
of Employment in Europe. However, an 
Table 3: Results of the CA, using an ascending hierarchical method on 
the list of job quality indicators of Table 2
Nordic Continental Southern Eastern
DK BE ES CZ
NL LU MT EE
UK DE IT LT
SE AT PT HU
FI IE EL BG
FR LV
CY SK
SI RO
PL
Source: Adapted from Davoine et al. (2008).  160
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important difference can be found in 
the absence of an Anglo-Saxon specific 
model of job quality, as the UK is includ-
ed in the Nordic model, while Ireland 
joins the Continental one. This reflects 
both the set of variables chosen for the 
analysis36 and the functional equiva-
lence across different models. 
A comparison with the  3.2.1. 
Laeken indicators
A similar multivariate analysis was 
carried out using the Laeken set of 
indicators of job quality, in order to 
evaluate the value added of consider-
ing a broader set of indicators. Table 
4 displays the correlation coefficients 
between the Laeken indicators and 
the first three principal components.
The three principal components ac-
count for almost two thirds (63.9%) of 
the overall variability in the data. The 
first factor is positively correlated with 
participation in education and training, 
employment rates and the availabil-
ity of childcare facilities. However, it is 
negatively correlated with unemploy-
ment rate indicators. The second factor 
is positively correlated with the gender 
pay gap and indicators on occupation-
al/sectoral segregation, and negatively 
correlated with the gender employ-
ment gap and early school-leavers. The 
third principal component is negatively 
correlated with early school-leavers (al-
though more weakly than the second 
axis) and the change in the number of 
accidents, and positively correlated with 
the employment gap of older workers. 
Comparing the results obtained using 
the Laeken indicators (section 3.2.1) 
with those using the enlarged set 
36  The existing typologies in the literature are 
essentially based on institutional variables, such 
as the strictness of employment protection 
legislation or spending on labour market 
policies, which are absent from the present 
exercise. Secondly, the absence of transition 
rates by activity status, type of job contract 
and pay level prevents the current analysis 
from capturing possible differences in terms 
of dynamic job quality outcomes between UK 
and Nordic countries. However, UK and Ireland 
differ significantly in terms of education and 
training performance – i.e. UK is characterised 
by a much larger share of people participating 
in training programmes – putting into question 
the homogeneity of an ‘Anglo-Saxon’ cluster. 
(section 3.2) suggests that the latter 
provides a better interpretation of the 
various dimensions of the job quality 
concept for two main reasons:
First, the broad set of indicators  • 
enables the various dimensions 
of job quality to be better charac-
terised using a PCA. In particular, 
including wage-related variables 
is vital for interpreting the first axis 
as representing socio-economic 
security aspects of job quality. The 
inclusion of health at work risks 
and work-intensity indicators in 
the broad set is also crucial to as-
sociate the first axis with working 
conditions. 
Second, some variables included in  • 
the Laeken indicators are statistically 
redundant – i.e. they are highly cor-
related. In particular, this concerns 
gender and age breakdowns of par-
ticipation in training and education, 
and employment and unemploy-
ment variables. This suggests that 
there is room for streamlining in the 
Laeken set of indicators. 
The results of the CA corresponding to 
the Laeken indicators are presented in 
Table 5.
The clusters identified in Table 5 are 
similar to those derived in section 3.1 
(Table 3). All countries belong to the 
same group as before, with the excep-
tions of Cyprus, which is included in 
the Eastern I cluster, and the Nether-
lands, which is included in the Con-
tinental cluster. The Eastern cluster 
is split now in two groups – one in-
cluding Poland and Slovakia, reflect-
ing their high unemployment and 
low employment rates. Chart 3 plots 
Member States’ scores along the first 
two principal components.
Table 5: Results of the CA based on the Laeken indicators, using an 
ascending hierarchical method
Nordic Continental Southern Eastern I Eastern II
DK BE ES CZ PL
UK LU MT EE SK
SE DE IT LT
FI AT PT HU
IE EL BG
FR LV
NL RO
SI CY
Source: Adapted from Davoine et al. (2008). 
Chart 2: PCA – country scores on an enlarged job quality framework: socio-
economic security/working conditions and gender balance/education
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Table 4: PCA analysis using the Laeken job quality indicators 
  D1 D2 D3
Variability (%) 36.4% 18.9% 8.6%
Cumulative (%) 36.4% 55.3% 63.9%
Correlations with principal components     
Job satisfaction 0.67 -0.25 0.23
Participation in training and education (PTE) 0.94 0.02 0.11
PTE – women 0.93 0.06 0.07
PTE – men 0.93 -0.03 0.18
PTE – age group 25–34 0.94 0.03 0.16
PTE – age group 35–44 0.94 0.03 0.10
PTE – age group 45–54 0.92 0.02 0.11
PTE – age group 55–64 0.79 0.00 0.00
PTE – low educational attainment 0.81 0.09 -0.01
PTE – medium educational attainment 0.87 -0.22 0.10
PTE – high educational attainment 0.84 -0.09 0.16
PTE – employed 0.89 0.00 0.15
PTE – unemployed 0.81 -0.06 -0.07
PTE – inactive 0.88 -0.08 0.08
Use of computers 0.77 -0.15 0.37
Gender pay gap 0.34 0.60 -0.15
Gender employment gap -0.38 -0.69 0.04
Gender unemployment gap 0.30 0.48 -0.39
Sectoral segregation 0.14 0.58 -0.37
Occupational segregation 0.12 0.65 -0.33
Change in the number of accidents in the 1998–2004 period -0.01 0.34 -0.43
Involuntary part–time employment -0.52 -0.03 -0.35
Involuntary ﬁxed–term contracts -0.20 -0.20 -0.01
Employment rate for people aged 15–64 0.87 0.10 -0.17
Employment rate for people aged 15–24  0.80 -0.23 -0.09
Employment rate for people aged 25–54  0.67 0.42 -0.06
Employment rate for people aged 55–64  0.64 0.23 -0.50
Employment rate for people with low levels of education (ISCED 0–2)  0.59 -0.69 -0.15
Employment rate for people with medium levels of education (ISCED 3–4)  0.83 0.06 -0.24
Employment rate for people with high levels of education (ISCED 5–6)  0.51 0.40 -0.38
Long-term unemployment rate -0.69 0.27 0.44
Long-term unemployment rate for women -0.69 0.16 0.51
Long-term unemployment rate for men -0.64 0.36 0.34
Early school-leavers -0.23 -0.75 -0.51
Early school-leavers (women) -0.23 -0.70 -0.49
Early school-leavers (men) -0.22 -0.73 -0.55
Youth unemployment ratio -0.57 -0.01 0.48
Employment impact of parenthood (women) -0.09 0.51 0.02
Employment impact of parenthood (men) 0.22 0.15 -0.28
Availability of childcare for 3 years old  0.69 -0.25 0.02
Availability of childcare between 3 years of age and compulsory schooling age  0.55 -0.18 0.03
Availability of childcare between compulsory schooling age and 12 years of age  0.27 -0.48 -0.23
Inactives not seeking employment due to family responsibilities  0.03 -0.06 -0.43
Difference in employment rates between people aged 55–64 and 15–64  -0.24 -0.25 0.63
Growth in labour productivity (GDP per person employed) -0.11 0.91 -0.13
Growth in labour productivity (GDP per hour) -0.02 0.76 -0.11
Productivity per employee 0.46 -0.45 0.46
Productivity per hour  0.41 -0.44 0.42
Fraction of the population aged 25–64 with secondary education or more 0.20 0.93 0.20
Fraction of women with upper secondary education or more 0.20 0.94 0.14
Fraction of men with upper secondary education or more 0.20 0.89 0.26
Fraction of workers with ﬁxed–term contracts 0.07 -0.28 0.21
Fraction of part–time workers in total employment 0.69 -0.25 0.27
Source: Davoine et al. (2008).
Note: All listed variables are ‘active’ (see Table 2). Correlations larger than 0.4 in absolute value are in bold.162
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Assessing job quality  3.3. 
trends 
Time series are used to characterise 
the dynamics of job quality in the EU 
mainly since the mid-1990s. Two mul-
tivariate techniques are used: 
Kohonen (or self-organising) maps • 
Synthetic indices.  • 
Similar to PCA, Kohonen maps reduce 
a large dataset to a limited number 
of dimensions (Kohonen, 1995). This 
chapter uses a particular form of Ko-
honen maps – constrained Kohonen 
maps37 to group countries in terms of 
job quality and map the evolution in 
their relative rankings over time. 
Synthetic indicators are normally used 
to provide a summary measure of multi-
dimensional concepts, such as job qual-
ity, by aggregating various dimensions 
(Nardo et al., 2006). Hence, they are a 
useful tool for assessing diffenences in 
job quality across EU Member States 
and evaluating the magnitude and di-
rection of change over time.38  
The analysis of job quality trends is 
based on a narrower set of variables 
than the cross-section one (section 
3.2), namely because of both geo-
graphical and time coverage problems 
with a number of potentially relevant 
variables. As a result, various Member 
States are excluded from the analysis 
– namely Germany, the UK, Bulgaria, 
Lithuania, Slovenia, Malta and Roma-
nia – whereas others are only partially 
covered over the period considered.39 
37 This particular technique was developed 
at SAMOS (centre of economic research of the 
Sorbonne University, Paris) (Aaron et al., 2003). 
38 Synthetic indicators are computed as follows. 
First, variables to be included are standardised 
in order to render them comparable. Second, 
synthetic indicators are calculated by adding or 
subtracting the standardised variables according 
to their likely impact on job quality, respectively, 
positive or negative. Therefore, variables that 
have an ambiguous impact are excluded from 
the calculations. Variables are given equal 
weights. Table 6 lists the variables included, their 
respective signs, and time coverage. 
39 The more limited country coverage 
has allowed to include one-year transition 
rates between non-employment and 
employment, calculated based on the LFS, 
which were absent in the cross-section 
analysis in 3.2. However, this represents only 
a minor improvement as the LFS does not 
allow calculating transitions by pay level 
and contract type and does not provide 
information other than the individual’s activity 
status the year before the survey.  
Table 6: List of variables included in the time-series analysis of job quality*
Variable
Direction of the 
impact on job 
quality
Available for 
1983–2004
Available for 
1995–2004
1 year transitions from non-
employment to employment
(+) yes yes
Long-term unemployment 
rate
(-) no yes
Part-time rate
Ambiguous, 
excluded from 
the index
yes yes
Involuntary part-time (-)
yes (only for 
index)
yes
Share of employment with 
ﬁxed-term contracts
(-) yes yes
Older workers (55-64) 
employment gap 
(-) yes yes
Gender employment gap (-) yes yes
Gender pay gap (-) no yes
Gender occupational seg-
regation
(-) no yes
Participation in education 
and training
(+) yes yes
Upper secondary education 
attainment
(+) no yes
Non-standard hours** (-) no yes
In-work accidents rate (-) yes
yes (only for 
index)
Source: Adapted from Davoine et al. (2008).  
Note: * The data source is the LFS, except for the gender pay gap (European Communities’ Households Panel, ECHP) 
and the in-work accidents’ rate (European Statistics of Accidents at Work, ESAW, and national sources). 
** This variable includes shares of workers working at night, on Saturday, on Sunday and, only for the analysis with 
Kohonen maps, shift work.
Chart 3: PCA on Laeken portfolio: country scores on the first two axes
-8
-6
-4
-2
2
4
6
-10
D
2
 
(
1
8
.
9
4
%
)
D1 (36.44%)
-5 0 5 10 15
BE
BG
CZ
DK DE
EE
EL
ES
FR IE
IT
CY
LV
LT
LU
HU
MT
NL
AT
PL
PT
RO
SI
SK
FI
SE
UK
Source: Adapted from Davoine et al. (2008).163
Chapter 4: Measuring the quality of employment in the EU
Finally, given that some variables are 
not available before the 1990s40, the 
analysis is run for two different peri-
ods: from 1983 to 2004 covering the 
EU-15, and from 1995 to 2004, incor-
porating the new Member States. 
Kohonen maps  3.3.1. 
Using a Kohonen map, Table 7 shows the 
evolution of job quality in the EU since 
1994. Member States are ranked into 10 
classes, which are further divided into 
four main groups (drawn using differ-
ent shades). The results of the latter are 
largely similar to those obtained using 
40 Kohonen maps cannot include variables 
which are not available throughout the entire 
period considered.
the tandem analysis of principal compo-
nents and CA carried out in section 3.2.
Nordic countries (e.g. Denmark, Fin-
land and Sweden) are grouped togeth-
er in the best-performing group, while 
some southern Member States (e.g. 
Greece and Italy) are included in the 
worst-performing group. Continen-
tal Member States, such as Belgium, 
France and the Netherlands, stand in 
an intermediate position. The table 
records changes in the composition 
of job quality clusters (or the relative 
ranking of countries) over time. First, 
a fourth group appears from 2000, in-
cluding most new Member States, sug-
gesting that their EU accession has in-
creased the degree of heterogeneity in 
job quality outcomes. Secondly, some 
changes in the relative rankings of 
Member States have taken place over 
time. On the one hand, Austria, France 
and Ireland appear to have moved 
from an intermediate to a top position, 
suggesting a process of catching-up 
with Nordic Member States.41 On the 
other hand, Estonia and Poland have 
experienced some deterioration in 
their relative position.42  
41  Spain and Portugal also appear to have 
improved their relative position with respect 
to Greece and Italy since 2000. However, the 
ranking of Spain is likely to be overestimated 
due to the exclusion of the workers’ 
accidents rate. 
42  The former has moved from a top to an 
intermediate position, while the latter has moved 
from an intermediate to a position at the bottom.
Chart 4: Synthetic index of job quality
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By reducing the geographical coverage 
to the EU-15, a Kohonen map can be 
calculated for a longer period (1983–
2004) (see Table 8). The extended time 
horizon allows for further qualifica-
tion of previous results. First, southern 
Member States (e.g. Italy, Greece and 
Spain) appear to have joined the in-
termediate group in 1998, suggesting 
some catching-up in the EU-15. Sec-
ond, Italy is sometimes located in the 
middle group, together with Denmark. 
Third, Austria and France are frequently 
located close to the Nordic group. 
Synthetic indices  3.3.2. 
A synthetic job quality index is plotted 
in Chart 4.43 Results are broadly in line 
with those obtained in section 3.2. Aus-
tria is at the top of the rankings, closer to 
Nordic Member States, while Southern 
countries are at the bottom. The Nether-
43   The index in Chart 4 is calculated by excluding 
the gender pay gap as this leads to slightly 
improved time coverage of some Member States. 
The corresponding index numbers are displayed 
in the data annex together with those including 
the gender pay gap. 
lands, France and Belgium are situated 
in an intermediate position. New Mem-
ber States also tend to have intermedi-
ate scores. Chart 4 suggests that job 
quality has generally improved across 
EU Member States over the 1995–2004 
period. The rise appears to be more pro-
nounced in Ireland, Finland, France, Bel-
gium, Denmark and Hungary, whereas 
in Poland and Estonia job quality has 
slightly deteriorated.
Taken together, the Kohonen maps 
and synthetic indices suggest an 
overall positive trend in job qual-
ity, particularly in Ireland, France and 
Austria.44 Although the heterogeneity 
44  This is essentially linked to the fact that 
these three Member States join the Nordic 
cluster towards the end of the period in the 
1994–2005 Kohonen Map. Looking at the 
synthetic index alone, however, the evidence is 
weaker as other Member States display similar 
improvements. Finally, trends in individual 
variables should also be examined in order 
to identify what drives overall job quality 
improvements. For instance, in the case of 
France, this is mainly determined by diminishing 
share of involuntary part-time, declining work 
accident’s rate and older workers’ employment 
gap, as well as increasing training participation.
across Member States has increased 
since the 2004 enlargement, Mem-
ber States can be grouped into a few 
job quality clusters, the composition 
of which has remained relatively un-
changed over time. 
These results should be taken with 
care, especially those related to syn-
thetic indexes. In fact, results depend 
on the choice of variables, method of 
aggregation and weighing scheme. 
The reader should bear in mind that 
the range of job quality components 
considered is relatively limited due to 
data availability problems. The choice 
of equal weights is largely arbitrary, 
although being transparent, simple 
and in line with the literature which 
does not establish any clear ‘hierarchy’ 
between the different components of 
job quality. 
Nonetheless, these results are in line 
with those derived from similar exer-
cises undertaken in the literature, such 
as the Job Quality Index calculated by 
the European Trade Union Institute 
(Leschke et al., 2008) and based on 15 
Table 7: A Kohonen map of job quality indicators (1994–2004)
class 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
1  SE FI EE EE FI DK AT AT AT AT
1    SE FI FI SE FI DK DK DK DK
1      SE   SE FI IE IE IE
1         SE SE SE  
2 DK        FI FI FI
2           F R F R
2            S E
3  FI AT SE AT AT AT EE LV LV LV
3    DK   DK EE EE     
4 BE DK  DK NL DK HU SK EE EE EE
4 FR         PL SK SK
5  AT NL AT FR NL BE HU SK  CZ
5     N L     P L    
6 IE BE FR  BE BE CY BE HU HU BE
6      HU FR FR   CZ CZ HU
7  FR BE BE  HU  FR BE BE CY
7     F R        
8E LI EI EI EE SI TE S C Y C Y C Y E S
8 IT PT    PT  PT PT FR ES PT
8          P T P T  
9    ES ES  EL  ES ES    
9     P T        
10 ES ES EL EL EL ES EL EL EL EL EL
10 PT EL IT IT IT PT IT IT IT IT IT
10  IT PT        PL PL
Source: Davoine et al. (2008).
Note: In each year countries are grouped across squares in the grid, corresponding to decreasing levels of job quality from the top to the bottom along the vertical axis. The 
number of classes is initially set to 10, yielding a variable number of groups (drawn using different shades).165
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indicators covering six dimensions45 of 
job quality. Preliminary results for the 
EU-15 point to a slight improvement 
on average in overall job quality be-
tween 2000 and 2005-7 (as the most 
recent year available differs across the 
indicators included), confirming famil-
iar country ranking, with high scores 
for Scandinavian Member States and 
the UK, and low scores for southern 
Member States (ETUI, 2008). 
45  i.e. 1) wages; 2) non-standard employment; 
3) working time and work–life balance;  
4) working conditions and job security;  
5) skills and career development;  
6) collective interest representation. 
Job quality sub-indices  3.3.3. 
This section calculates sub-indices 
on the evolution of selected aspects 
of job quality, such as the degree of 
flexibility of employment relations, 
atypical working hours and gender 
balance. 
Covering the period 1995–2004, the 
sub-index on the degree of flexibility 
of employment relations combines 
the rate of involuntary part-time work 
with the rate of temporary employ-
ment. A higher/lower score corre-
sponds to a lower/higher incidence 
of temporary and/or involuntary part-
time employment. The sub-index is 
plotted in Chart 5. Spain and Greece 
have low values of this index through-
out the period, reflecting a high in-
cidence of precarious forms of em-
ployment. A significant deterioration 
in this index can be observed after 
2000 in Poland, because of the rapid 
growth in involuntary temporary em-
ployment. This index has improved in 
France and Ireland. 
The sub-index on atypical work-
ing hours is computed by summing 
up the shares of workers working at 
night, on Saturdays and on Sundays. 
Results for the period 1995–2004 are 
plotted in Chart 6.
Chart 5: Index of flexible employment
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Table 8: A Kohonen map of job quality indicators (1983–2004)
class 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
1 D KD KD KD KD KD KD KD KD KD KD K
2      FR FR FR FR   FR FR
3 F RF RF RF RB EB EB EB EB EB EB E
4    BE BE IT IT IT IT FR IT IT
5 IT IT       IT EL EL
6 EL EL EL, IT EL, IT ES, EL ES, EL ES, EL ES, EL ES, EL ES ES
class 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
1 DK SE SE DK, SE DK, SE DK, SE DK, SE DK, SE
DK, FI, 
SE
DK, FI, 
SE
DK, FI, 
SE
2 FR DK DK,  FI FI   FI FI    
3 BE FI AT, FR AT, FR ES, FI AT, FI AT AT AT, IT DE, BE AT, FR
4I T
AT, BE, 
FR
BE BE AT IT EL, IT BE, IT DE, BE AT, FR DE, BE
5 EL IT IT IT IT EL  FR FR IT IT
6 ES ES, EL ES, EL ES, EL
BE, FR, 
EL
BE, ES, 
FR
BE, ES, 
FR
ES, EL ES, EL ES, EL ES, EL
Source: Davoine et al. (2008).  166
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Chart 6: Share of workers with atypical working hours*
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Note: * i.e. the sum of shares of workers working at night, on Saturday and on Sunday.
Chart 7: Gender employment gap
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Chart 8: Index of gender segregation by sector
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Some southern Member States (e.g. 
Greece, Spain, Italy), new Member 
States (e.g. Latvia, Estonia and Slov-
enia), together with Nordic coun-
tries (e.g. Denmark and Finland), 
show a relatively high incidence of 
non-standard working hours, al-
though it decreases over the period, 
particularly in Spain. Only in a mi-
nority of Member States (e.g. France, 
Austria, Poland and Slovenia) has an 
increase in this sub-index been ob-
served over the period.
Chart 7 displays gender employment 
gaps between 1995 and 2004. It sug-
gests two main developments. 
First, the best performers are Nor- − 
dic Member States, although new 
Member States also have relative-
ly low employment gaps.
Secondly, a convergence pattern  − 
across the EU can be identified, 
as countries with the largest gen-
der gaps at the start of the period 
(e.g. southern Member States, 
Ireland and Belgium) also experi-
enced the largest reduction over 
the period. 
Chart 8 displays gender segregation 
by sector of activity. Comparing Charts 
7 and 8 provides some support for the 
existence of a trade-off between the 
female employment gap and gen-
der segregation (see section 3.2), as 
Member States which have reduced 
the former most tend also to be those 
where segregation has risen (see the 
left-hand Graph in Chart 8 – e.g. Ire-
land, Spain, Greece, Italy and Cyprus).
Conclusions 4. 
Job quality is fully enshrined in the 
EES as reflected by the call to achieve 
more and better jobs. However, signif-
icant employment growth in the EU 
over the last decade has gone togeth-
er with widespread concerns about 
the quality of a large share of Euro-
pean jobs related to the growth of 
temporary work, the larger exposure 
of jobs to competitive pressures and 
perceptions of deteriorating working 
conditions and higher work intensity. 
Against this background, this chapter 
provides a critical review of the EU job 
quality concept based on recent devel-
opments in socio-economic literature 
and on empirical analysis. While the 
EU concept acknowledges the multi-
dimensionality of job quality and in-
cludes both objective and subjective 
variables, room for improvement can be 
identified. Firstly, the current concept 
does not include crucial variables such 
as wages and work intensity while only 
partially covering certain dimensions 
such as training and education. On the 
other hand, it includes aggregate eco-
nomic variables not directly related to 
specific job and worker characteristics
Based on this assessment, this chapter 
proposes a more developed analytical 
framework based on four main dimen-
sions of job quality: 
i)  wages and socio-economic 
 security; 
ii)  working conditions and 
work   intensity; 
iii)  skills and training; 
iv)  the reconciliation of work with 
private life (including gender 
equality aspects).  
Reflecting this enlarged framework, 
EU Member States are mapped into a 
reduced number of job quality models 
or regimes, highlighting the significant 
degree of heterogeneity of job quality 
outcomes across Europe. In 2005–06 
four models can be identified in the EU: 
i)  Northern, including the UK and 
the Netherlands – high wages, 
good working conditions, but 
also high work intensity, as well as 
high educational attainment and 
participation in training; 
ii)  Continental – close to the aver-
age EU situation for most of the 
indicators; 
iii)  Southern – relatively low wages, 
low rates of participation in edu-
cation and training, unfavourable 
working conditions and relatively 
larger gender employment gaps; 
iv)  New Member States – low wages, 
unfavourable working  conditions, 
together with relatively high 
educational attainment and low 
gender employment gaps.
A comparison with results based on the 
Laeken definition of job quality suggests 
that such an enriched framework would 
allow for a better taxonomy of European 
job quality models, essentially by im-
proving the interpretation of the axes 
along which such models are defined. 
Based on a more limited set of variables, 
and narrower country coverage, the 
chapter also characterises the dynamics 
of job quality over time in the EU. Results 
suggest a slight overall improvement 
from 1994 to 2004, although trends vary 
to some extent across Member States, as 
well as a near stability in the geographi-
cal composition of job quality models.
Finally, results suggest the existence 
of significant synergies between the 
number of jobs and their quality, as 
well as between job quality and labour 
productivity. In fact, countries with the 
most favourable combinations across 
various job quality  dimensions (such as 
northern Member States, the Nether-
lands and the UK) also appear to hold 
high ranking positions in terms of em-
ployment rates and   productivity.
The results of this analysis, nevertheless, 
have to be considered as preliminary 
and taken with some caution, especially 
as regards the limited time/geographi-
cal coverage and relatively narrow 
range of variables in the dynamic analy-
sis as well as the insufficient treatment 
of labour market transitions (by labour 
market statuses, type of contract and 
income levels). In particular, an analysis 
of labour market transitions is necessary 
to assess crucial aspects of both labour 
market flexibility and security, such as 
future career prospects. In the current 
European context, adequate treatment 
of labour market transitions is particu-
larly relevant because job quality con-
cerns are often associated with larger 
perceived risks of job loss and  precarious 
labour market attachment.46    
46  A detailed analysis of labour market 
transitions requires use of longitudinal data 
sets, such as the European Union Statistics on 168
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Table 1a: Description of the data 
Variable Year Source
Socio-economic security
Job satisfaction: % of workers who declare “I am satisﬁed/very satisﬁed with my 
working conditions”
2006 Q36, 4th EWCS
“I am well paid for the work I do” 2006 Q37b, 4th EWCS
Mean wage in PPS 2001
ECHP and Davoine et al. 
(2008)
“My job offers good prospects for career advancement” 2006 Q37c, 4th EWCS
Fixed-term contract as a percentage of total number of employees 2006 LFS
Involuntary ﬁxed-term contracts as percentage of ﬁxed-term contracts 2006 LFS
Percentage of employed whose equivalised disposable income is below 60% of 
national median equivalised disposable income
2001 EMCO Compendium
Long-term unemployment rate 2006 LFS
Education and training
Percentage of population aged 25–64 participating in education or training pro-
grammes
2006 LFS
Percentage of population aged 55–64 participating in education or training pro-
grammes
2006 LFS
Percentage of unemployed participating in education or training programmes 2006 LFS
Cost of Continuous Vocational Training (CVT) courses per participant 1999 CVTS2
Hours of CVT courses per participant 1999 CVTS2
Share of the workforce working with computers (PCs, network, mainframe) 2006 Q11K, 4th EWCS
Percentage of the population aged 18–24 with at most lower secondary education 
(ISCED level 2) and not in further education or training
2006 LFS, EMCO Compendium
Percentage of the population aged 25–64 having completed at least upper second-
ary education (ISCED3 level)
2006 ESTAT
Reconciliation-gender balance
Difference between men’s and women’s average gross hourly earning as percent-
age of average men’s hourly earning (for paid employees at work)
2001 National sources and ECHP
The difference in employment rates between men and women in percentage points 2006 LFS
The difference in unemployment rates between women and men in percentage 
points
2006 LFS
Gender segregation by sectors, calculated as the average national share of em-
ployment for women and men applied to each sector; differences are added up 
to produce a total amount of gender imbalance presented as a proportion of total 
employment (NACE classiﬁcation)
2006 LFS, EMCO Compendium
Gender segregation by occupation (same as in previous cell by occupation/ISCO 
classiﬁcation)
2006 LFS, EMCO Compendium
Part-time employment as a percentage of total employment 2006 LFS
Involuntary part-time as percentage of part-time employment 2006 LFS
Employment impact of parenthood for women: the difference in percentage points 
in employment rates without the presence of any children and with the presence of 
a child aged 0-6
2006 LFS, EMCO Compendium
Employment impact of parenthood for men: the difference in percentage points in 
employment rates without the presence of any children and with the presence of a 
child aged 0-6
2006 LFS, EMCO Compendium
Childcare: children cared for (by formal arrangements other than family) as a pro-
portion of all children of the same age group (<3 years old)
2006 EMCO Compendium
Childcare: children cared for (by formal arrangements other than family) as a 
proportion of all children of the same age group (from 3 years old to compulsory 
school age)
2006 EMCO Compendium
Childcare: children cared for (by formal arrangements other than family) as a 
proportion of all children of the same age group (from compulsory school age to 12 
years old)
2006 EMCO Compendium
Inactive not seeking employment but would nevertheless like to have work, but not 
searching due to personal or family responsibilities
2005 LFS, EMCO Compendium
Length of maternity leave in months (with beneﬁts replacing at least 2/3 of salary) 2005 EMCO Compendium
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Working conditions
The evolution of accident rate deﬁned as the number of serious accidents at work 
per 100 000 persons in employment
1999-
2004
ESAW, EMCO Compendium
“Job involves painful/tiring positions” 2006 Q11a, 4th EWCS
“Job involves short repetitive tasks of <10min” 2006 Q20a, 4th EWCS
“My health is at risk because of work” 2006 Q33, 4th EWCS
“Working at very high speed” 2006 Q20Ba, 4th EWCS
“Working with tight deadlines” 2006 Q20Bb, 4th EWCS
“Consulted about changes in work organisation and/or working conditions” 2006 Q30b, 4th EWCS
“Working more than 10 hours a day” 2006 Q14e, 4th EWCS
“Working at night for at least 2 hours between 10pm and 5am” 2006 Q14a, 4th EWCS
Socio-economic context
Difference in employment rates between 55–64 years old and 15–64 years old 2006 LFS 
Youth unemployment ratio: total unemployed young people (15–24 years) as a 
share of total population in the same brackets
2006 LFS, EMCO Compendium
15–64 year-olds’ employment rate 2006 LFS
Labour productivity (GDP per hour worked) 2005 ESTAT, EMCO Compendium
Labour productivity (GDP per person employed) 2005 ESTAT, EMCO Compendium
Growth in labour productivity (GDP per hour worked) 2004 ESTAT, EMCO Compendium
Growth in labour productivity (GDP per person employed) 2004 ESTAT, EMCO Compendium
Source: Davoine et al. (2008).
Note: EWCS, European Working Conditions Survey; CVTS, Continuous Vocational Training Survey; EMCO, Employment Committee; LFS, Labour Force Survey; ECHP, European 
Communities’ Household Panel; and ESAW, European Statistics of Accidents at Work.172
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Table 2a: Synthetic index of job quality, without gender pay gap  
 
 IT ES EL PT CY FR IE NL BE DK
1995 0.54 0.28 0.49 0.87  0.67 0.72  0.64 1.31
1996 0.55 0.30 0.38 0.85  0.69 0.62 0.99 0.67 1.39
1997 0.55 0.31 0.45 0.82  0.65 0.63 1.02 0.71 1.38
1998 0.71 0.43 0.46 0.76  0.72  1.11 0.68 1.38
1999 0.73 0.26 0.51 0.79 1.12 0.75  1.18 0.90 1.56
2000 0.75 0.35 0.53 0.79 1.18 0.72    0.93 1.63
2001 0.77 0.46 0.55 0.88 1.29 0.81    1.02 1.66
2002 0.87 0.51 0.61 0.93 1.43 0.89 1.49  1.12 1.72
2003 0.91 0.53 0.72 0.96 1.34 1.05 1.47  1.19 1.77
2004 0.69 0.57 0.68 0.92 1.22 1.07 1.57  1.20 1.75
 FI SE AT HU CZ SK PL EE LV  
1995 0.78 1.95 0.99        
1996 0.82 1.74 1.12        
1997 0.84 1.71 1.14      1.12   
1998 1.00 1.64 1.31 0.72     1.14   
1999 1.20 1.72 1.31 0.92     1.23   
2000 1.27 1.59 1.53 0.93     1.17   
2001 1.30 1.69 1.44 1.03  0.82 1.10 1.07    
2002 1.38 1.80 1.41 1.09 1.39 0.96 0.95 1.07 0.69  
2003 1.47 2.04 1.45 1.20 1.37 0.94 0.86 1.11 0.95  
2004 1.53 2.10 1.41 1.28 1.35 0.95 0.82 1.11 1.12  
Table 3a: Synthetic index of job quality, including gender pay gap 
 
 IT ES EL PT CY FR IE NL BE DK
1995 0.71 0.39 0.53 1.05  0.75 0.69  0.73 1.30
1996 0.71 0.39 0.46 1.02  0.76 0.59 0.89 0.80 1.38
1997 0.73 0.40 0.55 0.97  0.75 0.62 0.93 0.83 1.40
1998 0.88 0.48 0.57 0.93  0.81  1.04 0.81 1.41
1999 0.88 0.36 0.60 0.98 0.95 0.84  1.09 0.99 1.55
2000 0.93 0.43 0.59 0.93 1.02 0.80    0.99 1.60
2001 0.95 0.49 0.57 0.99 1.12 0.86    1.08 1.63
2002   0.48 0.64 1.06 1.27 0.95     1.64
2003  0.55 0.83 1.07 1.18 1.11 1.47    1.68
2004 0.86 0.63 0.80 1.10 1.07 1.13 1.60  1.34 1.68
 FI SE AT HU CZ SK PL EE LV  
1995   1.89 0.91        
1996 0.83 1.67 1.06        
1997 0.83 1.64 1.04      0.94   
1998 0.96 1.56 1.22 0.64     0.98   
1999 1.14 1.65 1.21 0.86     1.06   
2000 1.24 1.51 1.43 0.86     1.02   
2001 1.27 1.61 1.34 0.98  0.73 1.16 0.95    
2002 1.30 1.73  1.09 1.32 0.80 1.04 0.95 0.72  
2003 1.38 1.96 1.40 1.25 1.30 0.84 0.95 0.99 0.96  
2004 1.43 2.00 1.35 1.29 1.28 0.84 0.93 0.98 1.13  
Source: Davoine et al. (2008) and DG EMPL calculations based on LFS, ESAW and national statistical sources.
Note: Chart 4 above is based on these figures.
Source: Davoine et al. (2008) and DG EMPL calculations based on LFS, EMCO Compendium, ESAW and national statistical sources. 173
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Chart 1a: Synthetic index of job quality, including gender pay gap
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Chapter Education and 
employment: 
different pathways 
across occupations
Introduction  1. 
One recurrent concern of policy-makers 
in the fields of education and employ-
ment has been the mismatch between 
workers’ skills on the one hand, and 
job requirements on the other. Better 
matching could facilitate labour mar-
ket transitions and yield more stable 
and high-value jobs, thereby increasing 
productivity. However, some market 
imperfections such as incomplete infor-
mation may produce inefficient match-
es. Public policy could help improve the 
functioning of the labour market by 
(among others) identifying current and 
future job opportunities and their skill 
requirements. However, this chapter ar-
gues that the links between education 
and occupations should not be viewed 
in a simplistic way, but instead as a mul-
ti-faceted relationship, depending on 
numerous factors. An accurate under-
standing of the complexity of the ed-
ucation–occupation link is paramount 
in order to enhance the relevance and 
effectiveness of policy initiatives in this 
area. Using data from the European 
Union (EU) Labour Force Survey (LFS) 
on occupational status and education 
(both on the level and field of study), 
this chapter suggests that the relation-
ship between education and occupa-
tions is much more complex than might 
initially be assumed.
Background 1.1. 
A recurrent and shared concern of 
policy-makers in the fields of educa-
tion and employment is the perceived 
mismatch between workers’ education 
and skill levels, and actual job require-
ments in the labour market. In this con-
text, actions to strengthen the relation-
ship between education and the world 
of work and to improve the efficiency 
of job matching intend to facilitate la-
bour market and school-to-work tran-
sitions, raise productivity levels, and 
produce more stable and high-value 
jobs. These issues hold a high profile 
in the European Employment Strategy, 
as reflected by the European Commis-
sion’s 2007 Communication on the In-
tegrated Guidelines for growth and jobs 
(2008-2010), particularly in guidelines 
n°20: Improve matching of labour mar-
ket needs and n°24: Adapt education 
and training systems in response to new 
competence requirements.
Globalisation, technological change, an 
ageing population and wider societal 
changes have all served to increase un-
certainty about the future of our econo-
mies, contributing to a sense of insecu-
rity. Policy-makers have responded with 
a variety of initiatives aimed at better 
anticipating future labour market needs 
and ensuring better management of the 
process of change. In this context, the EU 
has recently launched an initiative aimed 
at better identifying future job demands 
and the respective skill requirements. 
The March 2008 European Council:
invite[d] the Commission to present a 
comprehensive assessment of the fu-
ture skills requirements in Europe up 
to 2020, taking account of the impact 
of technological change and ageing 
populations and to propose steps to 
anticipate future needs. Given the im-
portant role economic migration can 
play in respect of the labour market 
and skill shortages, cooperation in the 
field of legal migration should also be 
increased.1 
The  1.2.  New skills for new 
jobs initiative in the context 
of flexicurity
Labour market inefficiencies adversely 
affect the accumulation of human capi-
tal by reducing or discouraging invest-
ment in skills. It is therefore vital to iden-
tify the market failures affecting skill 
acquisition and to examine the condi-
tions under which they become large 
enough to create serious social and 
economic problems, requiring the intro-
duction of appropriate corrective public 
policies (Booth and Snower, 1996).2 
1   This invitation followed a resolution on 
the New skills for new jobs initiative adopted 
by the Education, Youth and Culture Council 
in November 2007. This resolution aimed at a 
more coordinated approach based on existing 
structures in order to better respond to the 
objectives of the integrated guidelines of the 
Lisbon Strategy. In the same way, in December 
2007, the Employment, Social Policy, 
Health and Consumers Affairs Council, in its 
Conclusions on the European Employment 
Strategy, highlighted the New skills for new 
jobs initiative as one of the key areas for the 
future of the European Employment Strategy.
2   This is particularly so because there is an 
enormous diversity of government policies 
towards training, based on different implicit 
assumptions about how well the market does 
in encouraging people to acquire skills.176
Employment in Europe 2008
In order to address this issue, policy 
packages have been advocated that 
put together comprehensive life-
long learning strategies and effec-
tive labour market policies. The 2007 
Communication  Towards common 
principles of flexicurity: more and bet-
ter jobs through flexibility and secu-
rity (European Commission, 2007a) 
presents a comprehensive policy 
framework with a strong focus on 
lifelong learning and ‘activation’ 
policies to allow firms and workers 
to adapt quickly to an economic en-
vironment characterised by rapid 
change and growing uncertainty. 
The  New skills for new jobs initiative 
aims to map current and future de-
mand for occupations and the cor-
responding skill requirements, while 
recognising that the links between the 
two are more complex than sometimes 
assumed. Indeed, every job requires a 
different mix of knowledge, skills and 
abilities, while its completion requires 
carrying out a variety of activities and 
tasks. Moreover, knowledge and skills 
are accumulated throughout work-
ing life through different learning ac-
tivities, involving different forms and 
methods of skill accumulation, such 
as formal education, formal training 
and work-related experience. 
A basic goal of the New skills for new 
jobs initiative is to gather and dis-
seminate information on the knowl-
edge, skills and abilities needed to 
perform specific tasks and on the dif-
ferent regimes of skill accumulation. 
This initiative not only aims to identify 
current skill needs, but also to antici-
pate their evolution over time, using a 
range of methods, including scenario 
building and qualitative analysis. The 
initiative also provides tools designed 
for counselling, career planning and 
exploration, together with useful in-
formation for governments to adapt 
their education and training systems 
to new needs.
EU Member States are facing a 
number of common challenges, such 
as globalisation, rapid technological 
progress, demographic ageing and 
societal change. This requires an inte-
grated policy strategy that facilitates 
transitions, fosters a highly educated 
workforce and modernises labour 
market institutions. Flexicurity is such 
an integrated strategy. 
The Commission’s 2007 Communi-
cation  Towards common principles 
of flexicurity: more and better jobs 
through flexibility and security pre-
sented a comprehensive policy strat-
egy to enhance, at the same time, 
flexibility and security in the labour 
market. Flexibility, on the one hand, 
is about facilitating successful ‘transi-
tions’ during the life cycle (e.g. from 
school to work, from job to job). It is 
about upward mobility and the de-
velopment of talent and fostering 
flexible work organisations capable 
of rapidly adapting to new and large-
ly unforeseen circumstances. Secu-
rity, on the other hand, is different 
from simply keeping a particular job. 
It is about equipping people with the 
skills that enable them to progress in 
their working lives, making workers 
more adaptable to changing circum-
stances and helping them to find ad-
equate job matches. It is also about 
efficient placement services and ad-
equate unemployment benefits to 
facilitate transitions and it also en-
compasses the provision of training 
opportunities for all workers. 
The  New skills for new jobs initiative 
can provide a valuable assessment 
of current and future skill needs, par-
ticularly if it uses complementary 
methodologies (both quantitative 
and qualitative), takes into account 
the multifaceted links existing be-
tween education and occupations 
and covers the various time horizons. 
A regular assessment of future skill 
needs will be critical for the design of 
adequate lifelong learning strategies 
and of efficient labour market policies, 
therefore facilitating the implementa-
tion of flexicurity policies. Moreover, 
given the time lags involved, a com-
prehensive and updated intelligence 
of future skill needs is a crucial input 
of any planned reform of education 
and training systems. 
The academic literature  1.3. 
It is usually argued that there is a 
‘loose’ relationship between ‘fields of 
study’3 and occupations (Giret et al., 
2005). Firms often attach more value 
to the level of education than to the 
field of study and local imbalances be-
tween labour demand and supply for 
a given diploma are common (Char-
don, 2005). Occupational choices are 
also not only governed by material 
rewards, since workers differ in their 
individual preferences and intrinsic 
attributes (e.g. sex, race, family back-
ground) (Corneo and Jeanne, 2007; 
Constant and Zimmermann, 2003; 
Dolton and Kidd, 1994; Tsukahara, 
2007). By favouring general education 
at the expense of vocational training, 
the design of the educational system 
can also influence the relationship be-
tween fields of study and jobs. Finally, 
the characteristics of labour market 
institutions, such as the strictness of 
employment protection legislation, 
can slow down the reallocation of la-
bour to more productive jobs (Brunel-
lo et al., 2007).
Many studies of the links between ed-
ucation and occupations focus on the 
highest level of education attained 
(Hartog, 2000; McGuinness, 2006), 
or the role of general versus specific 
education. In a European context, 
fields of study have been used in the 
framework of school-to-work transi-
tions (e.g. Heijke et al., 2003; Wolbers, 
2003). In France, the links between 
fields of study and occupations were 
examined by Dumartin (1997) and 
Chardon (2005). 
This chapter essentially applies the 
methodology developed in Char-
don (2005), and originally applied to 
French data, to EU data, using an en-
larged set of variables calculated from 
the harmonised EU LFS. However, the 
work carried out here should be seen 
as preliminary, requiring further anal-
ysis, mainly because the LFS only pro-
vides details concerning 30 combina-
tions of levels of education with fields 
3   The term `fields of study´ is used to 
characterise the subject(s) studied during the 
education process either via formal education 
or vocational training. 177
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of study4, compared with the 90 that 
are available using French data.5 All the 
rest being equal, a reduced number of 
fields of study biases results against 
finding close links between fields of 
study and occupations.6 
Examining the role played by the field 
of study in gaining access to employ-
ment during the lifecycle requires 
other aspects of investment in hu-
man capital to be considered besides 
the decision on formal schooling. For 
a fraction of the labour force, formal 
schooling is indeed not a major deter-
minant of either occupational choice 
or subsequent occupational change. 
Many workers augment their human 
capital after completing their formal 
education, particularly through work-
related experience (i.e. learning-by-
doing) and continuing vocational 
training (CVT).
Economists distinguish between two 
types of training: ‘general’ and ‘spe-
cific’ (Becker, 1964). General training 
increases the productivity of an indi-
vidual for all jobs, while specific train-
ing only boosts their productivity for 
a particular job (Cahuc and Zylber-
berg, 2004).7 At the beginning of an 
employment relationship, the worker 
and firm have not yet invested in 
firm-specific skills; therefore, no sunk 
4   15 fields of study by two levels of education. 
5   Annual employment survey (Insee).
6   A ´close` link corresponds to a situation 
where the fields of study predominant in an 
occupation are also relatively uncommon in 
the whole economy. 
7   Stevens (1997) argues that this ‘theoretical’ 
distinction is of limited operational value, 
because both hardly any training is useful to 
all firms in the economy nor is there much 
training that is useful only to one specific 
firm. Instead, most training is useful to a 
limited number of firms. This has basically 
two consequences: i) the limited number 
of firms must be imperfect competitors for 
labour, having some market power and thus 
workers cannot appropriate all returns from 
their training (i.e. workers’ wages are below 
their marginal productivity); and ii) given 
that workers are mobile between firms, the 
potential benefits from training accrue not 
only to the firm providing it and the worker 
acquiring it, but also to other firms that can 
make use of it. This constitutes the `poaching´ 
externality. Consequently, the greater firms’ 
market power and/or the mobility of workers 
between firms, the more serious tend to 
be market failures affecting the provision 
of training.
cost has been incurred with no value 
outside the firm. Once firm-specific 
skills are acquired, the worker’s pro-
ductivity in the firm exceeds the 
wage, while the latter exceeds that 
which they could earn elsewhere. 
Firm-specific training implies that (all 
things being equal) there should be 
a negative correlation between the 
probability of job separation and job 
seniority (e.g. Farber, 1994 and 1999). 
It also entails that job seniority can 
influence the relationship between 
fields of study and occupations, 
since work-related experience may 
  substitute for initial education.
Chapter coverage  1.4. 
Against this background, this chapter 
reports the findings of an empirical 
investigation on the complexity of the 
relationship between education and 
occupations in the EU. To this end, a 
multivariate analysis is carried out us-
ing the tandem approach (Nardo et 
al., 2005) in which the main dimen-
sions characterising the links between 
fields of study and occupations are 
identified using a factor analysis (FA). 
Occupations are then clustered into 
a limited number of groups using the 
scores obtained in the FA.8 
The chapter is organised as follows. 
Section 2 presents a brief overview 
of skill forecasting and related exer-
cises at the EU-wide and United States 
(USA) levels. Section 3 describes the 
empirical strategy used in the mul-
tivariate analysis of the relationship 
between study/education levels and 
occupations using data from the Eu-
ropean LFS. Section 4 interprets the 
results and final comments are made 
in section 5.
8   Examples of the application of this 
methodology can be found in previous 
editions of the Employment in Europe report 
– namely Chapter 2 (European Commission, 
2006) and Chapter 3 (European Commission, 
2007b).
Anticipating skill  2. 
needs (and related 
exercises) in the EU  
and USA
There is a long-established tradition 
in the USA of projecting occupational 
employment. The Bureau of Labour 
Statistics (BLS) latest projection covers 
the period 2006–16 (Franklin, 2007). 
The BLS methodology begins with 
projections of labour force growth, 
which are combined with econometric 
models to project aggregate economic 
growth. From this, the BLS derives final 
demand and output in major industry 
sectors. Next, BLS analysts translate 
output in each industry sector into oc-
cupational employment in that sector 
(Hilton, 2008). Every two years, the BLS 
releases updated projections, regularly 
evaluating its projections after a 10-
year projection period has ended to 
ascertain their accuracy.9 
The BLS projections to 2016 employ a 
series of methodologies, ranging from 
econometric and time-series models 
to experts’ subjective analysis. The 
main trends in the BLS projections to 
2016 are: 
i)  slower labour force growth than 
in the previous decades;
ii)  an ageing population and 
 labour  force;
iii)  a continuing shift of employment 
to the service sector;
iv)  a productivity growth rate of 
2¼% per year. 
9   Stekler and Thomas (2005) developed a 
methodology for evaluating BLS projections 
for labour force, industry employment and 
occupational employment. They applied this 
methodology to evaluate the projections 
for 2000 that were published in 1989. These 
projections were compared with benchmarks 
derived from naïve models. In most cases they 
find that the accuracy of BLS projections is 
comparable with estimates obtained using 
naïve extrapolative models. 178
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Following several initiatives of Mem-
ber States10 at national level, the Eu-
ropean Centre for the Development 
of Vocational Training (CEDEFOP11) 
established in 2004 the European net-
work of the early identification of skill 
needs: Skillsnet. In 2008, CEDEFOP and 
its network Skillsnet published – for 
the first time – a consistent and com-
prehensive medium-term forecast of 
employment and skill needs across 
the whole of Europe (CEDEFOP, 2008). 
The forecast develops macroeconom-
ic projections and alternative scenar-
ios for the EU-2512 and aggregate re-
sults at European level, providing data 
on future employment developments 
by economic sector, occupation and 
qualification until 2015 using compa-
rable data for all Member States. 
Forecasts can provide valuable informa-
tion for occupational guidance to new 
entrants to the labour market, together 
with favouring occupational mobility for 
those already in employment or moving 
to employment from non-employment 
(Neugart and Schömann, 2002). In the 
event of market failure due to insuffi-
cient information or incorrect expecta-
tions, the information content of skill 
forecasts can help public services, firms 
and employees to take the right deci-
sions in terms of job counselling, choice 
of career paths and retraining in order 
to enhance occupational mobility. 
However, there are many caveats to 
skill needs forecasting. So that fore-
casts may reasonably be used for 
broad policy-guiding purposes, they 
should be restricted to sufficiently 
large classes of occupational groups 
with extensive overlaps in terms of 
required skills. Too much into detail 
should be avoided as regards skill 
forecasting, particularly when deal-
ing with long forecasting periods to 
minimise the impact of errors. Moreo-
ver, skill needs forecasts are often not 
10  A more comprehensive overview of skill 
forecasting exercises in various Member States 
is beyond the scope of this chapter. 
11  CEDEFOP is the European Centre for the 
Development of Vocational Training. It is the 
European Agency responsible to promote the 
development of vocational education and 
training (VET) in the European Union.
12  The EU excluding Bulgaria and Romania, 
but including Norway and Switzerland.
sufficiently attentive to changes in the 
content of occupations. 
In addition to quantitative projections 
of future demand for occupational 
employment, other (more qualitative) 
methods are also available which can 
give important insights for anticipat-
ing future trends. In particular, these 
can include academic research on past 
and recent developments in the world 
of work, foresight exercises, employer 
surveys, case studies or job compe-
tence modelling and activities related 
to forecasting, such as the BLS’ occupa-
tional information network (O*NET). 
Important research for the USA econ-
omy suggests that the labour market 
is not simply marked by the increasing 
skill content of jobs. It is also growing 
increasingly divided (Autor, Katz and 
Kearney, 2006; Autor, 2007). Skills and 
wages are being ‘polarised’ at the two 
extremes of the distribution, raising 
earnings inequality. Researchers sug-
gest that computerisation and out-
sourcing of work to foreign countries 
(i.e. globalisation) are the likely causes 
of such polarisation. The same pattern 
of rapid growth in occupations at the 
high and low ends of the labour mar-
ket is apparent in the United Kingdom 
(UK) (Goos and Manning, 2007) and 
Germany (Dustmann et al., 2007). 
A simple way to conceptualise the 
potential impact of computerisation 
and outsourcing in the economy is to 
classify occupational tasks into three 
main groups: 
i) manual  tasks; 
ii) routine  tasks;
iii) abstract  tasks. 
Manual tasks often require adapting to 
changing physical and social environ-
ments (e.g. driving a truck, serving a 
meal). These tasks cannot be specified 
with rules and carried out by comput-
ers. Routine tasks follow specified rules; 
therefore computers often substitute 
for humans in undertaking such tasks 
(e.g. many clerical tasks). Autor et al. 
(2006) present evidence suggesting 
that computers have indeed reduced 
demand for routine tasks and jobs since 
the 1960s. As regards abstract tasks (e.g. 
solving new problems, managing peo-
ple), workers carrying them out often 
use computers to complement their 
skills. In contrast, computers neither 
complement nor substitute human 
skills in carrying out manual tasks. 
This type of analysis suggests a further 
bi-polarisation of jobs in the future, 
with many jobs involving either ab-
stract tasks (e.g. high-education profes-
sional and managerial jobs) or manual 
tasks (e.g. low-education service jobs), 
and fewer jobs involving routine tasks 
that pay wages in the mid-range of the 
wage distribution (i.e. ‘middle-class 
wages’). According to Autor (Hilton, 
2008), this type of analysis crucially 
implies that service occupations will 
be increasingly important in the future 
because they are both difficult to auto-
mate and outsource. 
In conclusion, academic research pre-
dicts the further development of an 
‘hourglass’ or ‘barbell-shaped’ econo-
my. Thus, the future economy will be 
not only a knowledge economy – but 
also a service economy. 
Several studies have also suggested 
that the demand for skills goes beyond 
academic skills per se, which are often 
associated with particular curricula. In 
addition to academic skills, three broad 
areas of skill competences are becom-
ing increasingly relevant (Stasz, 2001):
‘Generic’ skills t  include problem-
solving, communications or work-
ing in teams. These skills are often 
transferable across work settings.
‘Technical’ skills t  are defined as 
specific skills needed in an occu-
pation. These skills may include 
references to academic skills or 
to knowledge of certain tools or 
processes. Technical skills are of-
ten codified in industry standards.
‘Work-related attitudes’ or ‘soft’  t
skills encompass, for example, mo-
tivation, volition and disposition. 
These skills are most often judged 
through personal impressions or 
knowledge of an individual.179
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Policy-makers have acknowledged 
that changes in the nature of work 
and the workplace are transforming 
the kinds of knowledge, skills and atti-
tudes needed. The perceived demand 
for different skills has also prompted 
policy-makers in several industrial-
ised countries to develop concep-
tual frameworks for identifying skill 
 requirements.
Based on regular establishment–
employee surveys and the work of 
trained job analysts, in the mid-1990s 
the US Department of Labor created 
the electronic database O*NET (oc-
cupational information network) that 
collects information on jobs, updating 
it every six months. The two core ele-
ments of O*NET are a content model 
and an occupational taxonomy (Chart 
1). Based on Peterson et al. (1999), the 
content model organises job informa-
tion into six broad categories, with 
three related to the individual worker 
and three related to the job. There are 
three types of information related to 
the individual worker: 
1)  characteristics – e.g. abilities the 
worker brings to the job; 
2)  requirements for entry into the 
occupation – e.g. skills, knowl-
edge and education; 
3)  experience required for entry – 
e.g. training, skills and licensing. 
The content model also includes three 
types of information related to the job: 
1)  occupational requirements 
– e.g. what work activities are 
performed; 
2)  workforce characteristics – 
e.g. information on projected 
demand for this occupation;
3)  occupation-specific informa-
tion – e.g. tasks and technology. 
Within each one of these broad cat-
egories, there is a wealth of additional 
information and descriptors. The cur-
rent edition of the database (O*NET-
SOC 11.0) includes updated informa-
tion on 680 occupations. 
The O*NET database is used by many 
individuals and organisations for a 
variety of purposes. Students and job 
counsellors use it to gain a better view 
of available occupations and plan for 
future careers. Job seekers access infor-
mation on demand for various occupa-
tions and the types of skills, knowl-
edge, abilities and education required 
for entry into those occupations and 
to perform the related activities. Some 
organisations are already using O*NET 
to project future skill demands. In par-
ticular, the O*NET database has been 
linked to the BLS occupational projec-
tions in order to forecast future skill de-
mands and potential skill gaps.13
The O*NET initiative mainly addresses 
the problem of incomplete informa-
tion on the workers’ side of the labour 
market, not being designed to help 
firms getting information about a 
particular worker’s skills, abilities and 
productivity. Educational and training 
credentials convey that information to 
potential employers (Checchi, 2006). 
13 Although the methodology is different, the 
EurOccupations (www.euroccupations.org) 
project (funded by DG RTD) can be considered 
a first step towards a European description of 
occupational skill needs. EurOccupations aims to 
build a publicly available occupational database, 
including information on approximately 1500 
occupations for eight European countries 
(Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, 
Poland, Spain and the United Kingdom).
In the framework of the New skills for 
new jobs initiative, it would be inter-
esting to evaluate the appropriateness 
and feasibility of developing an occu-
pational database in the EU largely 
based on best   international practices. 
Measuring the  3. 
relationships between 
different paths 
of education and 
occupations
A number of well-known labour mar-
ket theories suggest that wages are 
also used as an incentive mechanism, 
thereby not clearing the labour mar-
ket. Moreover, job matching is partic-
ularly affected by: 
i)  information deficits about the 
nature of a job and of the poten-
tial job holder; 
ii) transaction  costs. 
Using data for the EU-27, the analysis 
carried out in this chapter follows a sta-
tistical approach. A different approach 
would have involved a more qualitative 
judgement. Before presenting the indi-
cators used in the multivariate analysis 
in section 3.3, section 3.1 summarises 
Chart 1: The O*NET content model
Source: National Centre for O*NET Development (2007). 180
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the economic literature on job match-
ing, and section 3.2 discusses the empir-
ical strategy and some general caveats   
of its limitations.
Job matching in  3.1. 
economic theory
In a perfectly competitive labour mar-
ket, the interaction between workers 
looking for the best job offers and firms 
opening vacancies in order to maxim-
ise profits would result in an efficient 
allocation of resources or job matching, 
with each job match (i.e. filled vacancy) 
attaining its maximum (social) value14, 
which would be correctly priced at 
the going wages. However it is widely 
recognised that, in practice, the wage 
mechanism does not clear the labour 
market in this way, as explained in 
three different labour market theories 
– namely efficiency wages, seniority 
wage profiles and implicit contracts 
(Neugart and Schömann, 2002). 
In the ‘shirking’ version of the ef-
ficient wage theory (Shapiro and 
Stiglitz, 1984), firms are seen to use 
wages as an incentive device to deter 
workers from shirking (i.e. avoiding 
work) by paying a premium above 
the market clearing rate. In the sen-
iority wage profiles theory (Lazear, 
1981), wages depend on seniority 
on the job, which creates an incen-
tive for young workers not to shirk 
on the job; otherwise if caught and 
fired, they would relinquish future 
premiums. According to the implicit 
contract theory (Azariadis, 1975), 
workers accept a markdown on the 
wage relative to productivity in ex-
change for employment and wage 
stability.15 In all three theories, wages 
are being used as an incentive mech-
anism to deter shirking or to spread 
risk – hence they are not performing 
a pure market clearing function. 
More generally, labour markets are 
seen to be subject to numerous imper-
fections, such as incomplete informa-
14  i.e. workers and firms could not improve on 
their positions by shopping around for a better 
match. 
15  Workers are assumed to be risk-averse, 
while firms are assumed to be risk-neutral. 
tion, heterogeneity among agents and 
transaction costs (Borjas, 2008; Cahuc 
and Zylberberg, 2004), all of which can 
justify public policy   interventions. 
Job matching is particularly affected 
by problems of incomplete informa-
tion and transaction costs. An individ-
ual looking for a job will not have full 
information about the job, and a firm 
wanting to fill a vacancy will not have 
full information about the individual. 
Both parties will thus have to devote 
resources in order to search for a job 
and select among candidates, respec-
tively. One result of these imperfec-
tions is the simultaneous presence of 
unemployed people and vacant jobs 
in equilibrium. 
Incomplete information about a job 
‘match’ implies that its ‘value’ is not 
known with certainty at the start of 
a job; it is only gradually revealed as 
both parties learn about each other. 
Over time, both the worker and the 
firm may come to realise that they 
have incorrectly assessed the appro-
priateness of the match, and may de-
cide to separate and look around for 
a better one or to stay and adapt (e.g. 
Johnson, 1978; Jovanovic, 1979). 
Such job turnover is an effective way of 
correcting matching errors or coping 
with technological/demand shocks16, 
in order to secure a better and more 
efficient allocation of resources. How-
ever, excessive labour turnover in the 
economy will be viewed as a sign   
of inefficiency. 
Labour market policies and other ini-
tiatives adopted by governments that 
aim to improve the gathering and 
sharing of information can help im-
prove job matching. These could in-
clude setting up public employment 
services, establishing unemployment 
insurance and welfare systems (Cahuc 
and Zylberberg, 2004), and launching 
occupational forecasts and related ex-
ercises for identifying current and fu-
ture jobs and their skill requirements 
(Neugart and Schömann, 2002).
16  Technological/demand shocks can destroy 
the value of a job match, creating incentives 
for a separation (e.g. Mortensen and Pissarides, 
1994, 1999).
Empirical strategy 3.2. 
The empirical analysis carried out 
in this chapter follows the statisti-
cal methodology developed by a 
number of French economists. Du-
martin (1997) explores the relation-
ships between fields of study/levels 
of education and occupations in 
France using a multivariate analysis 
(i.e. correspondence analysis) that 
relates the standard classifications 
of education with that of occupa-
tions. However, this empirical analy-
sis fails to reveal the full complex-
ity of all links because it overlooks 
some relevant variables character-
ising human resource policies, such 
as job seniority and participation in 
lifelong training. 
Instead, Chardon (2005) collects ad-
ditional socio-economic data that 
broadly characterise the education–
occupations relationships, including 
variables on firms’ human resource 
policies, ultimately identifying rela-
tively homogenous clusters of occu-
pations. However, any empirical anal-
ysis faces a number of limitations that 
will be discussed below. 
An alternative approach to a statisti-
cal methodology is to use an expert’s 
(subjective) opinion on the actual re-
lationships between fields of study 
and occupations. Although a subjec-
tive opinion can add some important 
qualitative insights, it can also bias 
the analysis by not fully taking into 
account the information contained 
in the data. However, a statistical ap-
proach is not entirely objective either, 
due to potential data problems (e.g. 
accuracy, timeliness, coverage) and 
a number of (largely arbitrary) deci-
sions, which need to be made on the 
approach to the analysis and influence 
results, such as on the nomenclatures 
and aggregation levels. 
An occupational nomenclature is not a 
pure statistical concept. It reflects not 
only the nature of the occupations and 
the logic of the classification system17, 
but also institutional arrangements, 
17  Some classifications can be industry- or 
skill-requirements-oriented, respectively.181
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such as work organisation and collec-
tive bargaining. Moreover, a nomen-
clature may have difficulties in moni-
toring changes over time and allowing 
adequate cross-country comparisons 
(Ganzeboom and Treiman, 1996). 
An educational nomenclature should 
cover various dimensions, such as the 
level of education, the fields of study 
and the orientation of the programme 
(e.g. general, vocational). In particular, 
only considering the role of the fields/
subjects of study in education would be 
inappropriate because the curriculum 
will vary with the level of study (and the 
orientation of the programme). 
Therefore, in order to improve the 
scope and validity of the empirical 
analysis, this chapter combines the 
information in the EU LFS for fields of 
study with that for the highest level of 
education attained. 
Data sources and  3.3. 
indicators 
Data sources 3.3.1. 
The analysis uses the EU LFS as the 
main data source,18 with the unit of 
analysis as the occupation.19 The data 
covers the EU-27 in the period 2003–
06. The analysis was carried out for 
the population aged between 15 and 
64 years of age. Although LFS data is 
not collected using a common stand-
ardised questionnaire, the degree of 
harmonisation of the concepts and 
definitions used is high. 
The LFS uses the International Standard 
Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88) 
and the International Standard Classifi-
18  The Structure of Earnings Survey is only 
used to calculate wages per employee in 2002 
at ISCO 2 digit level. The EU LFS will collect 
wage deciles from 2009.  
19  The European Foundation for the 
Improvement of Living and Working 
Conditions is carrying out a project to evaluate 
the patterns of employment growth in Europe 
in the period 1995–2006 both in terms of job 
quantity and quality. `Jobs´ (as opposed to 
`occupations´) are defined in this project as 
the cross-tabulation of occupations (ISCO) by 
sectors of activity (NACE). Wright and Dwyer 
(2003) developed this methodology for 
studying job creation in the USA between the 
1960s and the 1990s. 
cation of Education (ISCED-97) nomen-
clatures for occupations and education 
(both levels and fields), respectively. 
Indicators are calculated using both 
the ISCO classification at 2 and 3 digit 
levels, covering a total of 26 and 109 
occupations, respectively (Annex 2). 
Two aggregation levels are employed 
to evaluate the results’ robustness.
ISCED-97 is used to classify individuals 
into three distinct levels of education: 
low (ISCED levels 0–2), medium (ISCED 
levels 3–4), and high (ISCED levels 5–6). 
Individuals classified in the medium and 
high levels of education can be further 
placed into 15 fields of study, according 
to Eurostat’s Fields of education and train-
ing manual (Eurostat, 1999; Annex 3). 
In total, there are 30 combinations of 
fields of study by levels of education. 
In 2007, only approximately three 
quarters of those employed in the 
EU-27 could be classified in terms of 
a field of study, because such informa-
tion is not collected on the remaining 
one quarter with a low level education 
due to its limited relevance (Table 1). 
For the employed with a medium 
level of education, the distribution 
of fields of study differs significantly 
across age groups (Table 2). Com-
paring young workers (15–24) with 
prime-age (25–54) and older work-
ers (55–64), the following fields of 
study have higher percentages in the 
former group: `general programmes´, 
`mathematics and statistics´, `compu-
ter science, `computer use´ and `serv-
ices´; and lower percentages in the 
following fields of study: `social sci-
ences, business and law´, `engineer-
ing, manufacturing and construction´, 
and `  agriculture and veterinary´.
Table 1: Highest education level attained in the EU, 2007  
(share in total employment as %)
Level of education Young workers (15–24)
Prime-age (25–54) and 
older workers (55–64)
Low 3.4 20.8
Medium 5.8 43.8
High 1.2 25.0
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Table 2: Fields of study of the employed with a medium level of education in 
the EU, 2007 (share in total of age group as %)
Fields of study
Young workers 
(15–24)
Prime-age 
(25–54) and older 
workers (55–64)
Total 
(15–64)
General programmes 20.7 11.2 12.3
Teacher training and education science 1.2 2 2
Humanities, languages and arts 3.4 3 3
Foreign languages 0.3 0.3 0.3
Social sciences, business and law 19.1 22.2 21.9
Science, mathematics and computing 1.7 1.4 1.4
Life science (including Biology and 
Environmental science)
0.3 0.2 0.2
Physical science (including Physics, 
Chemistry and Earth science)
0.3 0.4 0.4
Mathematics and statistics 0.5 0.2 0.2
Computer science 1.2 0.6 0.7
Computer use 0.7 0.3 0.4
Engineering, manufacturing and 
construction
30.1 39.1 38.1
Agriculture and veterinary 2.8 4.1 4
Health and welfare 6.3 6.2 6.2
Services 11.3 8.8 9.1
Total 100 100 100
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations. 182
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For the employed with a high level of 
education, the distribution of fields 
of study is also significantly different 
across age groups (Table 3). Com-
paring young workers (15-24) with 
prime-age (25-54) and older workers 
(55-64), the following fields of study 
have higher percentages in the former 
group: `humanities, languages and 
arts´, `social sciences, business and 
law´, `science, mathematics and com-
puting´, `computer science´, `com-
puter use´ and `services´; and lower 
percentages in the following fields of 
study: `teacher training and education 
science´, `engineering, manufacturing 
and construction´, `agriculture and 
veterinary´ and `health and welfare´.
Indicators calculated 3.3.2. 
The analysis carried out in this chapter 
uses 11 active20 variables to describe 
the links between, on the one hand, 
combinations of levels of education 
with fields of study, and on the other, 
occupations. The list of active vari-
20  Active variables are those that contribute 
to the definition of factors; supplementary or 
illustrative variables are used only to better 
characterise factors, not entering in their 
calculation. 
ables is derived from Chardon (2005), 
but with the addition of a number of 
important variables, including labour 
turnover and formal and non-formal 
training activities. Indicators are cal-
culated for an aggregate represent-
ing the EU-27, provided by Eurostat, 
for 2003–06. 
For each occupation, 11 indicators are 
calculated, which can be sub-divided 
into three groups: 
i)  seven indicators related to 
  work-related experience in the 
labour market and job seniority 
in the firm; 
ii)  two indicators related to  
training activities; 
iii)  two indicators directly related to 
the field of study. 
The seven indicators related to work-
related experience in the labour mar-
ket and job seniority in the firm are:
Job seniority t  – mean tenure of em-
ployees with their current employ-
er. It should be positively correlated 
with firm-specific human capital. 
Employment stability t  – job ten-
ure over total labour market expe-
rience for workers with more than 
10 years of experience. It should 
be negatively correlated with skills 
transferable across employers. 
Job turnover rate t  – ratio of total 
hires and separations over em-
ployment in the previous year. It 
is negatively correlated with job 
tenure. 
Fraction of young workers (aged  t
15–24) in total hires – it can help 
characterising the age profile of 
hires. 
Fraction of young workers (aged  t
15–24) in total occupational em-
ployment – it measures the rela-
tive importance of young versus 
experienced workers.
Fraction of young workers (aged  t
15–24) with a low level of educa-
tion (ISCED levels 0–2)21 in occu-
pational employment. 
Segregation index based on sen- t
iority in the firm – this compares 
workers with less than 10 years of 
seniority to those with more. It is 
calculated based on the 30 combi-
nations of levels of education with 
fields of study. It varies between 
0 and 2. A value of 0(2) indicates 
a low(high) disparity in education 
profiles by seniority. A low dispar-
ity in education profiles suggests 
the importance of initial educa-
tion, implying that initial educa-
tion and work-related experience 
are not substitutes. 
The two indicators related to training 
activities are: 
Training in the regular educa- t
tion system – fraction of employ-
ees (including apprentices) par-
ticipating in regular education and 
training activities in the regular 
education system.22
21  Individuals with a low level of education 
are not classified in terms of fields of study. 
22  The LFS does not allow a distinction to be 
made between `specific´ and `general´ training 
activities in all countries.
Table 3: Fields of study of the employed with a high level of education in the 
EU, 2007 (share in total of age group as %)
Fields of study
Young workers 
(15–24)
Prime-age 
(25–54) and older 
workers (55–64)
Total 
(15–64)
General programmes 0.2 0.1 0.1
Teacher training and education science 6.7 10.8 10.6
Humanities, languages and arts 10.5 7.9 8.1
Foreign languages 2 2.5 2.5
Social sciences, business and law 35.5 29.7 29.9
Science, mathematics and computing 1.1 0.6 0.6
Life science (including Biology and 
Environmental science)
1.9 2 2
Physical science (including Physics, 
Chemistry and Earth science)
2.1 2.9 2.8
Mathematics and statistics 0.9 1.2 1.2
Computer science 5.3 3 3.1
Computer use 0.4 0.2 0.2
Engineering, manufacturing and 
construction
13.4 19.2 18.9
Agriculture and veterinary 1.7 2.5 2.4
Health and welfare 11.9 14 13.9
Services 6.3 3.4 3.5
Total 100 100 100
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations. 183
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Training outside the regular  t
education system – fraction of 
employees participating in train-
ing outside the regular education 
system – i.e. participation in non-
formal learning activities. 
The two indicators directly related to 
the fields of study are:
Specialisation index t  – a relative 
Gini coefficient. It shows how the 
education profile in an occupation 
(in terms of the combinations of 
levels of education with fields of 
study) compares with that in the 
whole economy. It is calculated 
based on the 30 combinations. It 
varies between 0 and 1. A value 
close to 1 means that an occupa-
tion profile is specific to that occu-
pation versus being representative 
of the average education profile in 
the economy (close to zero). Du-
martin (1997) uses this indicator 
to measure the strength of the re-
lationship between fields of study 
and occupations. 
Concentration index t  – a Gini co-
efficient. Measuring the degree of 
concentration of combinations of 
levels of education with fields of 
study within an occupation, it is 
calculated based on the 30 combi-
nations. It varies between 0 and 1. 
A value close to 1(0) means that an 
occupation profile is very (not very) 
concentrated around a limited 
number of fields. Although this in-
dicator is positively correlated with 
the specialisation index, it still con-
veys useful information on the re-
lationship between fields of study 
and occupations (Chardon, 2005).
Importance of  3.3.3. 
specialisation and concentration 
indices
This section illustrates the usefulness 
of calculating these indices. There is 
a ‘close’ link between education and 
an occupation when the specialisa-
tion index is high (Dumartin, 1997), 
meaning that workers’ diplomas in a 
particular occupation are not com-
mon across the economy. Conversely, 
there is a ‘loose’ link when both the 
specialisation and concentration in-
dices are ‘low’ (Chardon, 2005) – i.e. 
when the education profile is well 
represented in the economy and the 
degree of concentration is low within 
that   occupation.
A numerical example is given, provid-
ing estimates for the notions of close-
ness and looseness (Tables 4a and 4b). 
The standardised specialisation and 
concentration indices are assumed to 
be normally distributed, and both low 
and high values represent each 1/10 
of the distribution.
Close occupations largely refer to li-
censed professions.23 Conversely, the re-
lationship between the occupations of 
directors, chief executives and manag-
ers of small enterprises, and education 
is very loose, reflecting the heterogene-
ity in their respective fields of study.
23  It should be recalled that the limited 
number of diplomas considered, only 30, is 
due to bias results against finding `close´ links 
between fields of study and occupations. 
Education, training  4. 
and jobs: different paths 
across occupations 
This section runs a FA on the 11 active 
variables described above, followed 
by a cluster analysis (CA) on the fac-
tor scores.24 FA is used to identify a 
relatively small number of underlying 
dimensions directly related to impor-
tant constructs, such as training, work-
related experience and hiring practic-
es. Using factor scores, the CA groups 
occupations based on their similarity. 
Various clusters of occupations can 
then be described according to the 
roles played by the underlying factors 
identified during the FA (Annex 1). 
Results of this tandem analysis (i.e. FA 
and CA) suggest that assessing the 
links between education and occupa-
tions requires taking into account hu-
24  Non-missing values are averaged over the 
2003–06 period both to smooth the data and 
reduce the number of missing values. 
Table 4a: Occupations ‘close’ to education, EU-27, 2006
Weight in total 
  employment (as %)
Health professionals (except nursing) 1.2
Legal professionals 0.6
Life science professionals 0.2
Nursing and midwifery associate professionals 1.3
Nursing and midwifery professionals 0.4
Other personal services workers 0.9
Physicists, chemists and related professionals 0.2
Pre-primary education teaching associate professionals 0.5
Primary and pre-primary education teaching profes-
sionals
1.3
Primary education teaching associate professionals 0.3
Religious professionals 0.1
Secondary education teaching professionals 2.0
Special education teaching professionals 0.1
Total 8.9
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Table 4b: ‘Loose’ occupations, EU-27, 2006
Weights in total 
  employment (as %)
Directors and chief executives 0.7
Managers of small enterprises 3.8
Other teaching associate professionals 0.4
Production and operations managers 2.1
Total 6.9
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.184
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man resource policies, namely hiring 
practices and CVT policies. 
Applying factor analysis 4.1. 
Before applying FA, the variables are 
standardised and outliers exclud-
ed.25 The analysis is carried out both 
at ISCO 2 and 3 digit levels of aggre-
gation for the FA, but only at ISCO 3 
level for the CA. Principal components 
analysis is the FA method used. Fac-
tor loadings (or the correlation coef-
ficient between variables and factors) 
are presented in Tables 5 and 6.26 Four 
factors are extracted – namely those 
with eigenvalues larger than 1.
Interpreting results at  4.1.1. 
ISCO 3 digit level 
The first four factors account for 86% 
of the total variability in the data. The 
four factors account for a significant 
proportion of the variance of each 
variable. 
25  Two occupations in a total of 26 and six 
in a total of 109 are considered outliers (and 
treated as passive cases), at ISCO 2 and 3 digit 
levels, respectively. 
Occupations considered as outliers at ISCO 
2 digit level are: i) Life science and health 
professionals; and ii) Models, salespersons and 
demonstrators.
Occupations considered as outliers at ISCO 3 
digit level are: i) Health professionals (except 
nursing); ii) Housekeeping and restaurant 
service workers; iii) Fashion and other models; 
iv) Street vendors and related workers; v) 
Shoe cleaning and other services elementary 
occupations; and vi) Mining and construction 
labourers. 
26  The correlation patterns between factors/
principal components and variables are key 
to interpret results. The Varimax method of 
orthogonal rotation is used, which maximises 
the correlation of a number of variables 
with the factors, thereby facilitating their 
interpretation. Rotation does not affect the 
solution i.e. both the communalities and 
percentage of total variance accounted for 
remain unchanged. 
Communality is the amount of variance in a 
variable that is accounted for by the factors. 
It can vary from 0 to 1, with 0 indicating that 
the common factors do not explain any of 
the variance and 1 indicating that all of the 
variance is explained by the factors. 
Factor 1 
Correlations  t – this factor is posi-
tively correlated with employment 
stability and job seniority and neg-
atively correlated with job turno-
ver, the fraction of young workers 
in total employment and the frac-
tion of young workers with a low 
level of education.
Interpretation t  – this factor dis-
criminates between occupations 
where ‘firm-specific human capital 
accumulated through learning-
by-doing or on-the-job training’ is 
important or not. When accumula-
tion of firm-specific human capital 
is (not) important, occupations are 
characterised by high (low) job 
seniority and low (high) turnover 
and no significant amount of train-
ing carried out outside the firm.27
27  An important conclusion of the REFLEX 
project – funded by the EU 6th Framework 
Programme – is that the professional 
expertise of young tertiary graduates plays a 
predominant role in determining their success 
in the labour market. The REFLEX acronym 
stands for Research into Employment and 
professional FLEXibility. For detailed information 
on the project, see http://www.reflexproject.org.
Examples t 28 – in some occupa-
tions well represented by this fac-
tor having a positive score (e.g. 
‘Physical and engineering science 
technicians’, ‘Primary education 
teaching associate professionals’, 
‘Locomotive engine drivers and 
related workers’), young people 
with medium or high levels of 
education have easy access to oc-
cupations where the accumula-
tion of firm-specific human capital 
is important. In this case, initial 
education is complementary to 
learning-by-doing or on-the-job 
training. Conversely, in other occu-
pations also well represented by 
this factor but having a negative 
score (e.g. ‘Domestic and related 
helpers, cleaners and launderers’, 
‘Agricultural, fishery and related la-
bourers’, ‘Mining and construction 
labourers’), young people with 
low levels of education have easy 
access to those occupations where 
accumulation of firm-specific hu-
man capital is not important.
28  Factor scores and squared-cosines are 
reported in Annex 2. The latter indicate how 
well an occupation can be accounted for by 
each factor. 
Table 5: FA at ISCO 3
Factor analysis Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Communalities
Variability % 27.8 23.9 19.5 14.9  
Cumulative % 27.8 51.7 71.1 86.1  
Factor loadings after rotation (a,b)
Employment  stability 0.92     0.93
Job  seniority 0.93     0.90
Job turnover rate -0.86       0.83
Fraction of young 
workers in total hires
 0.96     0.94
Fraction of young 
workers in total em-
ployment
-0.47 0.86    0.96
Fraction of young 
workers with low levels 
of education
-0.46 0.72 -0.41  0.91
Segregation  index     -0.73 0.56
Specialisation index     0.32 0.73 0.73
Concentration index     -0.52 0.73 0.88
Training in the regular 
education system
   0.92   0.93
Training outside the 
regular education 
system
 -0.48 0.79   0.90
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: Correlations higher than 0.4 in absolute value; otherwise values in italic.  
a) Extraction method: principal component analysis.  
b) Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalisation. 185
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Factor 2 
Correlations t  – this factor is posi-
tively correlated with the fraction 
of young workers in total hires, 
the fraction of young workers in 
total employment, the fraction of 
young workers with a low level of 
education and the job turnover 
rate for young workers.29 It is nega-
tively correlated with training car-
ried out outside the regular educa-
tion system. 
Interpretation t  – it discriminates be-
tween occupations with ‘low(high) 
qualifications and bad(good) ca-
reer prospects’, depending on the 
sign of the factor score. 
Examples t  – in some occupations 
well represented by this factor and 
with a positive score (e.g. ‘Cashiers, 
tellers and related clerks’, ‘Other 
personal services workers’, ‘Food 
processing and related trades 
workers’), young workers account 
for a significant proportion of total 
hires and employment.30 In addi-
tion, they are subject to high job 
turnover and have a low level of 
education, which is not compen-
sated by training. Conversely, in 
other occupations also well rep-
resented by this factor but having 
a negative score (e.g. ‘Legislators 
and senior government officials’, 
‘Writers and creative or perform-
ing artists’, ‘Other specialist man-
agers’), older workers represent a 
higher proportion of total employ-
ment and have access to training 
outside the regular education sys-
tem (i.e. non-formal training).
Factor 3
Correlations  t – this factor is posi-
tively correlated with training and 
the specialisation index and nega-
tively correlated with the fraction 
of young workers with low levels 
of education and the concentra-
tion index. 
29  The latter is a passive variable not shown in 
Table 5. 
30  This means that gaining access to 
employment in these occupations can be 
difficult for older workers.
Interpretation t  – it discriminates 
between occupations ‘open to 
various fields of study that are 
not well represented in the whole 
economy and providing training’, 
and occupations ‘open to a lim-
ited number of fields of study that 
are well represented in the whole 
economy, but do not provide 
training’. It is interesting to note 
that, along this third factor, the 
two forms of training are comple-
mentary, not substitutes. 
Examples t  – in some occupations 
well represented by this factor 
having a positive score (e.g. ‘Other 
teaching professionals’, ‘College, 
university and higher education 
teaching professionals’, ‘Artistic, 
entertainment and sports associ-
ate professionals’), young workers 
with medium and high levels of 
education can access those oc-
cupations, which provide train-
ing both inside and outside the 
regular system. In this case, train-
ing is complementary to initial 
education. Conversely, in other 
occupations also well represented 
by this factor but having a nega-
tive score (e.g. ‘Textile, garment 
and related trades workers’, ‘Rub-
ber- and plastic-products machine 
operators’, ‘Wood-processing- and 
papermaking-plant operators’), 
young workers with low levels of 
education can gain access to oc-
cupations that do not provide any 
training.
Factor 4 
Correlations  t – this factor is posi-
tively correlated with the speciali-
sation and concentration indices 
and negatively correlated with the 
segregation index. 
Interpretation t  – it discriminates 
between ‘licensed versus open’ 
professions. In the former, access 
to employment is gained through 
few fields of study, which are not 
well represented in the whole 
economy, while in the latter access 
is open to workers holding quali-
fications from different fields of 
study that are well represented in 
the whole economy. The segrega-
tion index is low (high) in licensed 
(open) professions, meaning that 
education profiles by fields of 
study are (not) similar for young 
and experienced workers. 
Examples  t – in some occupations 
well represented by this factor 
with a positive score (e.g. ‘Health 
professionals - except nursing’,   
‘Legal professionals’, ‘Metal mould-
ers, welders, sheet-metal workers, 
structural-metal preparers and 
related trades workers’), there is a 
close link between fields of study 
and occupations. In this case, train-
ing and work-related experience 
are not a substitute for (formal) 
education, because young and 
older workers have similar profiles 
by fields of study. Conversely, in 
other occupations also well rep-
resented by this factor but hav-
ing a negative score (e.g. ‘Finance 
and sales associate professionals’,   
‘Business services agents and trade 
brokers’, ‘Optical and electronic 
equipment operators’), there is a 
loose link between education and 
fields of study. In this case, training 
and work-related experience are a 
substitute for education, because 
young and older workers have dif-
ferent profiles.186
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Interpreting results at  4.1.2. 
ISCO 2 digit level
The profiles of factor loadings are very 
similar at ISCO 2 and 3 digit levels, 
suggesting that the analysis is robust 
to the level of aggregation. Using as a 
passive variable wage data from the 
Structure of Earnings Survey for 2002, 
factors 1 and 2 can now be associated 
with high and low paying occupations, 
respectively. In the job quality chapter 
included in this report, wages are con-
sidered to be an important variable in 
the determination of job quality. 
Overview 
Results of the FA are summarised in 
the synoptic Table 7. There is no such 
thing as a simple one-to-one relation 
between education and occupations. 
Human resources policies at the firm 
level play an important role.31 The 
analysis suggests that there are dif-
ferent ways for workers to accumulate 
skills over the life cycle (e.g. formal ed-
ucation, vocational training and work-
related experience) that combine with 
different forms of gaining access to 
employment. An implicit `coordina-
tion´ mechanism seems to be at work, 
reflecting, among others, employers/
workers choices given the content of 
occupations and institutional factors, 
such as employment protection leg-
islation, the degree of centralisation/
coordination of social bargaining and 
the characteristics of education/for-
mation systems.
In a stylised form, the four factors 
(having positive or negative scores) 
can be interpreted as defining eight 
occupational `pathways´ of educa-
tion (Table 7), describing different 
modes of access to occupations com-
bined with different regimes of hu-
man capital accumulation through-
out the life cycle. 
Cluster analysis  4.2. 
CA is used to group occupations ac-
cording to their similarity. CA is a class 
of multivariate techniques to identify 
31  Work organisation practices are also likely 
to be important, but the LFS is not designed to 
report on them. 
objects that are similar to each other 
but different from objects placed in 
other groups (Hair et al., 1998).32 
The 11 indicators used in the FA could 
have been used to group occupations. 
Instead, occupations are grouped using 
the four factors extracted during the FA, 
because in a tandem analysis (i.e. a FA 
followed by a CA, Nardo et al., 2005) it 
is common to use the factors extracted 
instead of the original variables, par-
ticularly when the former account for 
a high proportion of the total variance 
in the data, discarding the effect of the 
variance not explained by the common 
factors on the CA, and thereby facilitat-
ing the interpretation of results.
The CA identifies 14 clusters of oc-
cupations (Annex 1). Using the FA 
interpretation, the CA allows for a 
more detailed characterisation of 
the occupational pathways of educa-
tion. In fact, many occupations in or-
der to be satisfactorily   characterised 
32  A hierarchical method of the 
agglomerative type, using Ward’s method of 
aggregation, is used.
require considering combinations 
of two factors (instead of just one 
  factor as in Table 7).33 
Conclusions  5. 
and some policy 
implications
Using LFS data, this chapter analysis 
the relationships between education, 
training and occupations at the EU 
level. The methodology employed is 
close to that in Chardon (2005) which 
was originally applied to French data. 
He finds `close´ links between fields of 
education/study and occupations for 
approximately one-third of total em-
ployment. `Closeness´ means that the 
fields of education predominant in an 
occupation are relatively uncommon 
in the whole economy, therefore they 
can be viewed as being `specific´ to a 
particular occupation. 
33  There is a potential maximum of 24 
occupational pathways of education: 6 different 
combinations of 4 factors 2 by 2, multiplied by 4 
combinations of their scores’ signs.
Table 6: FA at ISCO 2
Factor analysis Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Communalities
Variability % 31 21.7 18.4 16.6  
Cumulative % 31 52.7 71.1 87.7  
Factor loadings after rotation (a,b)
Employment  stability 0.87     0.94
Job  seniority 0.94     0.89
Job turnover rate -0.92       0.92
Fraction of young 
workers in total hires
 0.97     0.96
Fraction of young 
workers in total em-
ployment
-0.52 0.84    0.97
Fraction of young 
workers with low levels 
of education
-0.63 0.62 -0.33  0.90
Segregation  index     -0.77 0.67
Specialisation index     0.56 0.63 0.75
Concentration index     -0.32 0.85 0.93
Training in the regular 
education system
   0.9   0.88
Training outside the 
regular education 
system
  -0.32 0.73  0.83
Wages per employee in 
PPS (c)
0.47 -0.66     
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: Correlations higher than 0.4 in absolute value; otherwise values in italic.  
a) Extraction method: principal component analysis.  
b) Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser  normalisation.  
c) Passive variable (purchasing power standards, PPS)187
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Chardon’s (2005) findings highlight 
the existence of different `modes´ or 
`pathways´ to gain access to employ-
ment i.e. across occupations, employ-
ers differ in the importance they give 
to fields of education versus work-
experience. This chapter applies his 
methodology to a EU dataset, but 
with the addition of a number of im-
portant variables, including on labour 
turnover and training activities.34 
Therefore, the methodology em-
ployed in this chapter allows for a rich-
er characterisation of the different re-
lationships between ‘modes’ of access 
to employment and ‘regimes’ of hu-
man capital accumulation throughout 
the life cycle. A simplified typology of 
occupations is proposed. Results sug-
gest that assessing the links between 
education and occupations requires 
taking into account human resources 
policies, namely hiring practices and 
CVT policies. 
However, the work carried out in this 
chapter should be seen as preliminary, 
requiring further analysis, mainly be-
cause EU LFS provides only a limited 
breakdown by fields of study, particu-
larly when compared with the origi-
nal analysis using French data. All the 
rest being equal, a reduced number 
of fields of study bias results against 
finding close links between fields of 
study and occupations, thereby re-
ducing the potential benefits of any 
public policies aiming at better antici-
pating current and future demand for 
occupations and the corresponding 
skill requirements. In other words, at 
this stage of the analysis the `resolu-
tion´ provided by EU LFS data does 
not generate a sharp and complete 
picture of the complex relationship 
between education and employment. 
Moreover, results from multivariate 
methods should be taken with caution, 
because such exercises are poor in insti-
tutional detail and do not allow to carry 
out formal testing on the robustness of 
results. These methods only allow for a 
schematic characterisation of the main 
underlying factors present in the data. 
34  Both taking place inside and outside the 
regular education/formation system.
The results obtained in this chapter 
raise a number of issues for policy-
making in the EU. Workers are increas-
ingly more likely to undergo numerous 
transitions (e.g. from job-to-job, or be-
tween non-employment and employ-
ment), together with performing dif-
ferent tasks during their working lives. 
Consequently, workers need to be 
supported during their frequent tran-
sitions by a series of measures, such 
as income support, training, counsel-
ling and career orientation. Therefore, 
and in order to facilitate transitions, a 
key concern of flexicurity policies is 
to promote quality job matches. This 
chapter recalls that job matching is 
particularly affected by market failure 
due to insufficient information or in-
correct expectations. In fact, workers 
often lack information about the best 
job opportunities available. 
At the heart of the New skills for new 
jobs initiative is the objective to im-
prove both the scope and accuracy of 
the available information on present 
and future occupational demand and 
the corresponding skill requirements, 
in order to enhance the quality of job 
matching. One possible way to gather 
and disseminate such relevant informa-
tion would be the development of an 
harmonised EU career exploration tool 
inspired in best international practices, 
such as the USA occupational informa-
tion network (O*NET) that describes in 
great detail the current skill, knowledge 
and ability requirements, covering a 
high number of occupations. In order 
to maximise its effectiveness, such tool 
should identify not only those skills that 
can be acquired through formal educa-
tion or CVT, but also include other work-
related ones, such as technical, generic 
and soft. Such career exploration tool 
could be used by many individuals and 
organisations for various purposes (e.g. 
job counselling, job seeking and occu-
pational projections). 
Despite the usual caveats associated 
with occupational projections, such 
exercises constitute an indispensable 
tool to better inform policy-makers 
and eventually secure an adequate 
matching between demand and sup-
ply, particularly in those occupations 
having `close´ links to education. 
In addition to occupational demand 
and skill requirements projections, 
more qualitative exercises should 
also be carried out, such as foresight 
analyses, employer surveys, case 
studies or job competence model-
ling exercises. More qualitative exer-
cises are essential to identifying new 
trends in competence requirements 
and changes in the content of occu-
pations. An adequate combination 
of both quantitative and qualitative 
methods, covering different time 
spans and updated at regular inter-
vals, would be ideally suited to bet-
ter inform policy-makers taking the 
necessary measures to improve the 
quality of job matching in the EU and 
adapt education and training sys-
tems to new needs. 189
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Annex 1: Details of clus-
ter analysis 
The CA identifies 14 clusters of oc-
cupations (Table 1a). The interpreta-
tion given to the four factors in the 
FA plays a key role in the characteri-
sation of clusters. The ‘quality’ of a 
cluster’s representation on a par-
ticular factor is measured using the 
squared-cosine. ‘Test-values’ (Lebart 
et al., 2002) are calculated for all vari-
ables to identify those that play an 
important role in characterising a 
cluster – i.e. variables that in a given 
cluster differ ‘significantly’ from their 
overall average.
Clusters with a good representation on 
one (or more) factor(s) and account-
ing for a significant proportion of total 
employment in the EU-27 in 2006 are 
briefly characterised (Table 2a).
Clusters associated with factors 1 
and 2
Clusters 6, 8 and 14 are well repre-
sented by factors 1 and 2 (Table 3a 
and Chart 1a), accounting for approxi-
mately 3%, 16.5% and 2% of total em-
ployment. Clusters 6, 8 and 14 can be 
illustrated by the occupations: ‘Crop 
and animal producers’, ‘Shop, stall and 
market salespersons and demonstra-
tors’ and ‘Manufacturing labourers’, 
respectively. 
The positive score of cluster 6 on fac-
tor 1 reflects the higher values (than 
the average for the whole economy) 
for the variables: employment stabil-
ity and job seniority, and the lower 
values for the job turnover rate and 
the fraction of young workers in total 
employment. 
Cluster 8 has a negative score on 
factor 1 and a positive score on fac-
tor 2. The negative score on factor 1 
reflects the lower value for job sen-
iority and the higher values for job 
turnover rate, the fraction of young 
workers in total employment and the 
fraction of young workers with a low 
level of education. The positive score 
on factor 2 reflects the higher values 
for the fraction of young workers 
in total hires, the fraction of young 
workers in total employment and the 
fraction of young workers with a low 
level of education. 
The negative score of cluster 14 on 
factor 1 reflects the lower values 
for the following variables: employ-
ment stability and job seniority and 
higher values for the job turnover 
rate, the fraction of young workers 
in total employment and the fraction 
of young workers with a low level of 
education. 
Given the similar results obtained dur-
ing the FA, independently of the level 
of aggregation for occupations, it is 
plausible to speculate that cluster 6 
is associated with higher wages than 
the average for the whole economy, 
while clusters 8 and 14 are associated 
with lower wages.
Chart 1a shows that clusters 6, 8 and 
14 differentiate from each other mainly 
along factor 1. Cluster 6 includes oc-
cupations where the accumulation of 
firm-specific human capital is important, 
while in clusters 8 and 14 there is a limit-
ed accumulation of firm-specific human 
capital. Clusters 6 and 8 also differentiate 
along factor 2, with the former having 
jobs with higher qualifications and bet-
ter career prospects than the latter. 
Clusters associated with factors 1 
and 3 
Clusters 4 and 11 are well represented by 
combinations of factors 1 and 3 (Table 4a 
and Chart 2a), accounting for approxi-
mately 5½% and 18½% of total employ-
ment. Clusters 4 and 11 can be illustrated 
by the occupations: ‘Personal care and 
related workers’ and ‘Building frame and 
related trades workers’, respectively. 
Chart 1a: Clusters 6, 8 and 14 represented on factors 1 and 2
Cluster 14
Cluster 8
Cluster 6
-3
-2
-1
1
2
3
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Factor 1
Factor 2
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Table 2a: Main factor(s) of representation of 12 clusters
Factor(s) Cluster(s)
Weight in total employment 
in 2006 (as %)
1, 2 6,14 4.7
1,2 8 16.5
1,3 4,  11 24.2
1,4  5 17.6
2,3 3,10 7.4
2, 4 1 11.9
2,4 12 6.7
3,4 7 5.3
3,4 2 5.7
Sources: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: In bold factors along which the squared-cosine(s) sum(s) a minimum of about 2/3. In italic fac-
tor with the second-largest squared-cosine, when the factor with the largest one already represents 
about 2/3. Clusters 9 and 13 will not be characterised because they account for a small proportion of 
total employment.192
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Table 1a: Average of standardised values per cluster (weighted by employment levels, 2006), test-values and main 
 factors of representation and their signs
Weight in total 
employment 
in %
Employment 
stability
Job seniority
Job turnover 
rate 
Fraction of 
young workers 
in total hires
Fraction of 
young workers 
in total employ-
ment
Fraction of 
young workers 
with low level of 
education
Cluster 1 11.9 -0.1 0.4 -0.7 -1.6 -1.1 -0.8
Cluster 2 5.7 1.2 0.7 -0.5 -0.8 -0.9 -0.9
Cluster 3 4.6 0.3 -0.5 -0.1 -1.1 -0.9 -0.9
Cluster 4 5.5 -0.9 -1.1 1.1 0.5 0.6 -0.1
Cluster 5 17.6 0.4 0.2 -0.4 0.3 -0.2 -0.6
Cluster 6 2.9 1.7 2.3 -1.2 0.4 -0.5 -0.3
Cluster 7 5.3 -0.2 -0.7 0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.5
Cluster 8 16.5 -1.1 -1.4 1.4 1.8 2.1 1.2
Cluster 9 0.0 -0.9 -0.6 1.9 3.2 2.5 3.1
Cluster 10 2.8 0.1 0.5 -0.3 0.5 0.2 0.3
Cluster 11 18.7 -1.4 -0.9 0.8 -0.6 0.0 0.3
Cluster 12 6.7 -0.2 -0.1 -0.1 0.8 0.8 0.8
Cluster 13 0.0 -2.8 -2.8 4.8 1.2 3.4 4.2
Cluster 14 1.8 -1.6 -1.4 1.8 0.8 1.5 2.0
Segregation 
index
Specialisation 
index
Concentration 
index
Training in the 
regular educa-
tion system
Training outside 
the regular edu-
cation system
Main factor(s) of 
representation 
in the factor 
analysis] a)
Sign of scores 
along the main 
factor(s)
Cluster 1 0.26 0.34 (-) 0.71 (-) -0.8 0.2 2 -
Cluster 2 0.16 (-) 0.83 (+) 0.85 (+) 0.2 1.6 3,4 +,+
Cluster 3 0.22 0.67 0.79 0.2 0.9 2,3 -,+
Cluster 4 0.30 0.59 0.74 (-) 1.4 0.9 1,3 -,+
Cluster 5 0.29 0.50 0.78 (-) 0.1 0.1 1,4 +,-
Cluster 6 0.35 0.62 0.81 -0.5 -0.2 1 +
Cluster 7 0.36 0.39 (-) 0.71 (-) 0.4 0.6 4 -
Cluster 8 0.30 0.51 0.78 1.6 -0.5 1,2 -,+
Cluster 9 0.57 (+) 0.43 0.73 4.4 -0.8 2 +
Cluster 10 0.29 0.57 0.85 (+) -0.7 -0.9 2,3 +,-
Cluster 11 0.25 0.52 0.84 (+) -0.7 -1.0 1,3 -,-
Cluster 12 0.15 (-) 0.59 0.90 (+) 0.1 -0.7 2,4 +,+
Cluster 13 1.05 (+) 0.56 0.87 2.9 -0.1 1,2 -,+
Cluster 14 0.34 0.42 (-) 0.80 0.0 -0.8 1 -
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: In bold, averages of standardised values (except for the three indices) corresponding to the test values greater than 2 in absolute value. Test values are 
carried out on unweighted averages. a) Factors along which the squared-cosine(s) sum a minimum of about 2/3.193
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Table 3a: Clusters well represented by factors 1 and 2
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Cluster 6
Crop and animal producers 77.0 1.5 2.4 -1.3 1.1 -0.1 0.2 0.32 0.67 0.84 -0.6 -1.0 1 +
Customs, tax and related gov-
ernment associate professionals
13.4 1.8 2.3 -1.2 0.3 -0.8 -0.7 0.38 0.51 0.78 -0.2 0.4 1 +
Locomotive engine drivers and 
related workers
0.9 2.2 3.1 -1.5 -0.1 -1.0 -0.7 0.32 0.60 0.88 -1.2 -0.1 1 +
Police inspectors and detectives 0.5 2.4 1.7 -1.4 1.0 -0.8 -1.0 0.43 0.50 0.75 0.2 0.4 1 +
Primary education teaching as-
sociate professionals
1.2 1.9 2.2 -0.7 -0.8 -1.1 -1.0 0.51 0.84 0.81 -0.3 0.7 1 +
Public service administrative 
professionals
7.0 1.9 2.0 -1.0 -1.3 -1.2 -1.0 0.30 0.57 0.75 -0.4 1.0 1 +
Weighted average 100 1.7 2.3 -1.2 0.4 -0.5 -0.3 0.35 0.62 0.81 -0.5 -0.2 1 +
Cluster 8
Cashiers, tellers and related 
clerks
3.7 0.5 0.0 0.5 2.2 1.2 0.4 0.37 0.50 0.77 1.2 -0.1 2 +
Housekeeping and restaurant 
services workers
22.9 -1.6 -1.8 2.2 1.6 2.5 1.6 0.34 0.56 0.78 2.0 -0.7 1,2 -,+
Other personal services workers 2.4 -0.2 -0.8 0.5 1.9 2.4 1.6 0.21 0.77 0.86 1.1 0.1 2 +
Shop, stall and market salesper-
sons and demonstrators
71.0 -1.3 -1.6 1.2 1.8 2.1 1.0 0.28 0.44 0.76 1.5 -0.5 1,2 -,+
Weighted average 100 -1.1 -1.4 1.4 1.8 2.1 1.2 0.30 0.51 0.78 1.6 -0.5 1,2 -,+
Cluster 14
Manufacturing labourers 33.2 -1.4 -1.3 1.4 0.6 1.4 1.7 0.32 0.41 0.81 -0.6 -1.1 1 -
Messengers, porters, doorkeep-
ers and related workers
25.5 -1.4 -1.0 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.27 0.39 0.76 1.1 -0.5 1,2 -,+
Mining and construction labourers 17.8 -2.5 -2.1 3.6 0.5 2.3 3.5 0.45 0.52 0.85 -0.9 -0.9 1 -
Transport labourers and freight 
handlers
23.4 -1.3 -1.3 1.9 1.5 2.0 2.3 0.35 0.38 0.80 0.5 -0.6 1,2 -,+
Weighted average 100 -1.6 -1.4 1.8 0.8 1.5 2.0 0.34 0.42 (-) 0.80 0.0 -0.8 1 -
Sources: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: In bold, averages of standardised values (except for the three indices) corresponding to the test values greater than 2 in absolute value.  
Test values are carried out on unweighted averages.  
a) Factors along which the squared-cosine(s) sums a minimum of about 2/3.194
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Table 4a – Clusters well represented by factors 1 and 3
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Cluster 4
Artistic, entertainment and sports 
associate professionals
3.4 -0.5 -1.4 1.0 0.7 1.0 -0.0 0.29 0.55 0.69 1.8 0.4 3 +
Client information clerks 7.4 -1.0 -1.5 1.4 1.2 1.7 0.0 0.40 0.49 0.69 1.5 0.6 1,3 -,+
Other teaching professionals 1.5 -0.1 -0.9 0.6 0.0 -0.1 -0.7 0.34 0.66 0.66 2.9 1.6 3 +
Personal care and related workers 84.4 -1.0 -0.9 1.0 0.3 0.4 -0.0 0.27 0.63 0.78 1.0 0.9 1,3 -,+
Social work associate professionals 3.3 -1.1 -1.3 1.0 -0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.30 0.55 0.74 1.5 1.6 1,3 -,+
Weighted average 100 -0.9 -1.1 1.0 0.4 0.6 -0.0 0.30 0.59 0.74 (-) 1.4 0.9 1,3 -,+
Cluster 11
Agricultural and other mobile 
plant operators
2.6 -0.6 0.0 0.1 -0.4 -0.1 0.3 0.21 0.60 0.89 -1.1 -0.9 3,4 -,+
Agricultural, ﬁshery and related 
labourers
1.8 -2.1 -1.2 3.1 -0.6 0.9 2.0 0.42 0.53 0.78 -0.7 -1.2 1 -
Building caretakers, window and 
related cleaners
1.0 -1.5 -0.6 0.0 -0.9 -0.8 -0.4 0.23 0.43 0.82 -0.7 -0.8 1,2 -,-
Building frame and related trades 
workers
21.6 -1.5 -0.9 1.1 -0.4 0.4 0.8 0.17 0.59 0.90 -0.7 -1.0 1,3 -,-
Domestic and related helpers, 
cleaners and launderers
36.6 -2.1 -1.4 1.4 -0.3 -0.1 0.3 0.34 0.46 0.76 -0.3 -0.8 1 -
Forestry and related workers 0.0 -1.3 -0.3 1.0 -0.9 -0.1 0.2 0.61 0.69 0.86 -0.8 -1.0 1,3 -,-
Garbage collectors and related 
labourers
0.2 -2.0 -1.3 1.8 -0.9 -0.1 0.4 0.31 0.50 0.86 -1.1 -1.0 1 -
Motor vehicle drivers 31.4 -1.2 -0.7 0.2 -1.1 -0.7 -0.4 0.20 0.52 0.85 -1.1 -1.0 2,3 -,-
Painters, building structure clean-
ers and related trades workers
2.1 -1.0 -0.6 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.24 0.54 0.87 -0.1 -1.0 1,3 -,-
Ships deck crews and related 
workers
0.0 -0.6 -0.2 0.7 -0.5 0.2 0.1 0.39 0.60 0.86 -0.3 -0.7 1,3 -,-
Textile- fur- and leather-products 
machine operators
0.8 -0.6 -0.2 -0.2 -0.4 0.1 0.5 0.24 0.47 0.85 -1.2 -1.2 3 -
Textile, garment and related 
trades workers
1.8 -0.8 -0.4 -0.5 -0.5 0.1 0.3 0.15 0.50 0.85 -1.0 -1.3 3 -
Weighted average 100 -1.4 -0.9 0.8 -0.6 0.0 0.3 0.25 0.52 0.84 (+) -0.7 -1.0 1,3 -,-
Sources: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: In bold, averages of standardised values (except for the three indices) corresponding to the test values greater than 2 in absolute value.  
Test values are carried out on unweighted averages.  
a) Factors along which the squared-cosine(s) sums a minimum of about 2/3.195
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Cluster 4 has a negative score on fac-
tor 1 and a positive score on factor 3. 
The negative score on factor 1 reflects 
the lower value for job seniority and 
the higher value for the job turnover 
rate. The positive score on factor 3 re-
flects the higher values for the educa-
tion variables and the lower value for 
the concentration index. 
Cluster 11 has negative scores on fac-
tors 1 and 3. The negative score on 
factor 1 reflects the lower values for 
employment stability, job seniority 
and the higher value for the job turno-
ver rate. The negative score on factor 
3 reflects the higher value for the con-
centration index and the lower values 
for the education variables. 
Chart 2a shows that clusters 4 and 11 
differentiate from each other along 
factor 3, meaning that occupations in 
cluster 4 are open to various fields of 
study, providing training, while occu-
pations in cluster 11 require a limited 
number of fields of study and do not 
provide training. 
Cluster associated with factors 1 
and 4
Cluster 5 is well represented by com-
binations of factors 1 and 4 (Table 5a 
and Chart 3a), accounting for approxi-
mately 17½% of total employment. 
Cluster 5 can be illustrated by the 
occupation: ‘Administrative associate 
professionals’. 
Cluster 5 has a positive score on factor 
1 and a negative score on factor 4. The 
positive score on factor 1 reflects the 
lower value for the fraction of young 
workers with a low level of education. 
The negative score on factor 4 reflects 
the lower value for the concentration 
index. 
Clusters associated with factors 2 
and 3
Clusters 3 and 10 are well represented 
by combinations of factors 2 and 3 
(Table 6a and Chart 4a), accounting 
for approximately 4½% and 3% of to-
tal employment. Clusters 3 and 10 can 
be illustrated by the occupations: ‘Ar-
chitects, engineers and related profes-
sionals’ and ‘Assemblers’, respectively. 
Chart 2a: Clusters 4 and 11 represented on factors 1 and 3
-3
-2
-1
1
2
3
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Factor 1
Factor 3
Cluster 11
Cluster 4
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Chart 3a: Cluster 5 represented on factors 1 and 4
-3
-2
-1
1
2
3
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Factor 1
Factor 4
Cluster 5
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.196
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Table 5a: Cluster well represented by combinations of factors 1 and 4
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Cluster 5
Administrative associate profes-
sionals
25.1 0.5 0.4 -0.6 -0.3 -0.6 -0.8 0.30 0.51 0.79 0.0 0.1 1,2 +,-
Archivists, librarians and related 
information professionals
0.1 1.1 0.8 -0.7 -1.1 -1.1 -1.0 0.30 0.66 0.78 0.1 1.2 1,2 +,-
Library, mail and related clerks 1.4 0.7 0.8 -0.1 1.2 -0.1 -0.4 0.40 0.42 0.72 0.4 -0.2 2,4 +,-
Life science technicians and re-
lated associate professionals
0.3 1.2 0.9 -0.5 0.1 -0.5 -0.8 0.43 0.69 0.71 -0.1 0.4 1,4 +,-
Material-recording and transport 
clerks
6.9 0.0 -0.1 -0.3 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.23 0.38 0.79 0.0 -0.5 2,4 +,-
Numerical clerks 5.5 0.5 0.3 -0.6 0.5 0.0 -0.6 0.28 0.59 0.80 0.7 0.4 1,3 +,+
Optical and electronic equipment 
operators
0.2 0.6 0.1 -0.2 0.4 -0.2 -0.6 0.34 0.48 0.69 0.1 0.0 4 -
Other ofﬁce clerks 27.2 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.7 0.3 -0.4 0.30 0.47 0.76 0.5 0.0 2,3 +,+
Physical and engineering science 
technicians
18.8 0.8 0.6 -0.6 0.2 -0.4 -0.7 0.29 0.52 0.82 -0.3 0.2 1 +
Precision workers in metal and 
related materials
0.1 0.2 0.3 -0.6 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.21 0.52 0.80 0.4 -0.5 2 +
Protective services workers 5.0 0.7 0.4 -0.6 0.3 -0.3 -0.6 0.23 0.45 0.76 -0.1 0.3 1,4 +,-
Secretaries and keyboard-operat-
ing clerks
9.3 0.0 -0.2 -0.1 0.1 -0.2 -0.7 0.29 0.54 0.75 -0.2 0.0 2,4 -,-
Ship and aircraft controllers and 
technicians
0.1 0.6 0.5 -0.7 -0.9 -0.8 -0.9 0.29 0.63 0.77 -0.6 0.7 2 -
Weighted average 100 0.4 0.2 -0.4 0.3 -0.2 -0.6 0.29 0.50 0.78 (-) 0.1 0.1       1,4 +,-
Sources: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: In bold, averages of standardised values (except for the three indices) corresponding to the test values greater than 2 in absolute value.  
Test values are carried out on unweighted averages.  
a) Factors along which the squared-cosine(s) sums a minimum of about 2/3.197
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Table 6a: Clusters well represented by combinations of factors 2 and 3
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Cluster 3
Architects, engineers and related 
professionals 49.8 0.5 -0.1 -0.3 -1.5 -1.2 -1.0 0.16 0.74 0.85 -0.5 0.5 2,4 -,+
Business professionals 23.0 -0.2 -0.9 -0.1 -1.2 -0.9 -1.0 0.23 0.57 0.79 0.3 1.3 2 -
College, university and higher 
education teaching professionals 2.6 0.9 0.4 -0.4 -1.1 -1.2 -1.0 0.24 0.72 0.71 1.9 1.3 3 +
Computing professionals 11.8 -0.1 -1.2 0.1 -0.6 -0.6 -0.8 0.33 0.69 0.71 0.5 0.9 2,3 -,+
Social science and related 
professionals 7.6 0.3 -0.7 -0.2 -1.2 -1.0 -0.9 0.14 0.65 0.82 0.4 1.4 2,4 -,+
Special education teaching associate 
professionals 0.3 0.6 -0.2 0.8 -0.2 -0.4 -0.8 0.36 0.61 0.71 0.2 1.4 3 +
Writers and creative or performing 
artists 4.9 0.2 -0.4 0.1 -1.0 -0.8 -0.8 0.23 0.65 0.76 0.2 0.0 2 -
Weighted average 100 0.26 -0.5 -0.1 -1.1 -0.9 -0.9 0.22 0.67 0.79 0.2 0.9 2,3 -,+
Cluster 10
Animal producers and related workers 4.8 0.5 1.4 -0.7 0.5 -0.2 0.3 0.37 0.68 0.83 -0.8 -1.0 1,3 +,-
Assemblers 14.6 -0.3 -0.4 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.30 0.48 0.85 -0.8 -0.7 2,3 +,-
Blacksmiths, tool-makers and related 
trades workers 18.7 0.1 0.8 -0.7 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.15 0.64 0.92 -0.6 -1.0 3,4 -,+
Chemical-processing-plant operators 1.2 0.8 0.9 -0.5 0.5 -0.3 -0.2 0.39 0.52 0.85 -0.6 -0.4 1,2 +,+
Chemical-products machine operators 0.4 0.3 0.3 -0.6 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.44 0.46 0.81 -0.6 -0.5 2,4 +,-
Craft printing and related trades 
workers 1.4 0.2 0.4 -0.8 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.32 0.61 0.81 -0.7 -0.9 1,3 +,-
Food and related products machine 
operators 2.7 -0.4 -0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.31 0.45 0.83 -0.7 -0.6 1,3 -,-
Glass, ceramics and related plant 
operators 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.57 0.53 0.88 -1.2 -0.9 3,4 -,-
Industrial robot operators 0.2 0.0 -0.4 -0.2 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.43 0.49 0.86 -0.9 -1.1 2,3 +,-
Market gardeners and crop growers 42.9 0.4 1.4 -0.2 0.5 -0.1 0.4 0.26 0.65 0.80 -0.3 -1.1 1,2 +,+
Metal- and mineral-products machine 
operators 4.2 -0.1 0.0 -0.2 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.22 0.54 0.88 -0.8 -0.9 2,3 +,-
Metal-processing plant operators 1.4 0.6 1.0 -0.9 0.7 0.1 0.3 0.36 0.57 0.89 -0.8 -0.9 1,3 +,-
Miners, shotﬁrers, stone cutters and 
carvers 0.7 0.6 1.2 -0.9 -0.1 -0.4 -0.1 0.20 0.61 0.90 -0.9 -1.1 1,3 +,-
Mining and mineral-processing-plant 
operators 0.1 0.6 0.9 -0.8 0.1 -0.4 0.0 0.41 0.58 0.90 -1.0 -0.7 1,3 +,-
Other machine operators not 
elsewhere classiﬁed 2.6 -0.5 -0.2 -0.3 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.36 0.49 0.84 -1.0 -0.9 3 -
Pelt, leather and shoemaking trades 
workers 0.5 -0.4 -0.1 -0.8 -0.4 0.2 1.0 0.33 0.46 0.83 -1.1 -1.2 3 -
Potters, glass-makers and related 
trades workers 0.3 0.0 0.2 -0.6 0.5 0.4 0.8 0.40 0.52 0.82 -0.4 -1.0 2,3 +,-
Power-production and related plant 
operators 0.6 0.5 1.2 -1.0 -0.7 -0.9 -0.7 0.22 0.59 0.89 -1.1 -0.7 1,3 +,-
Printing-, binding- and paper-products 
machine operators 0.5 0.2 0.2 -0.2 1.0 0.4 0.3 0.36 0.53 0.83 -0.6 -0.9 2 +
Rubber- and plastic-products machine 
operators 1.6 -0.4 -0.5 -0.3 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.27 0.49 0.85 -0.9 -1.0 3 -
Wood-processing- and papermaking-
plant operators 0.7 0.0 0.2 -0.2 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.32 0.56 0.88 -0.8 -0.8 2,3 +,-
Weighted average 100 0.1 0.5 -0.3 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.29 0.57 0.85 (+) -0.7 -0.9 2,3 +,-
Sources: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: In bold, averages of standardised values (except for the three indices) corresponding to the test values greater than 2 in absolute value. Test values are 
carried out on unweighted averages. a) Factors along which the squared-cosine(s) sums a minimum of about 2/3.198
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Cluster 3 has a negative score on fac-
tor 2 and a positive score on factor 3. 
The negative score on factor 2 reflects 
the lower values for the fraction of 
young workers in total hires, the frac-
tion of young workers in total employ-
ment and the fraction of young work-
ers with a low level of education and 
the higher value for training outside 
the regular education system. The 
positive score on factor 3 reflects also 
the higher value for training outside 
the regular education system. 
Cluster 10 has a positive score on fac-
tor 2 and a negative score on factor 
3. The positive score on factor 2 re-
flects the higher value for the fraction 
of young workers in total hires. The 
negative score on factor 3 reflects the 
higher value for the concentration in-
dex and the lower values for the edu-
cation variables. 
Chart 4a shows that clusters 3 and 10 
differentiate from each other along 
factors 2 and 3. Compared with cluster 
10, cluster 3 represents occupations 
with higher qualifications and better 
career prospects (factor 2), as well as 
occupations more open to various 
fields of study and providing more 
training opportunities (factor 3). 
Clusters associated with factors 2 
and 4
Clusters 1 and 12 are well represented 
by combinations of factors 2 and 4 
(Table 7a and Chart 5a), accounting 
for approximately 12% and 6½% of 
total employment. Clusters 1 and 12 
can be illustrated by the occupations: 
‘Production and operations manag-
ers’ and ‘Building finishers and related 
trades workers’, respectively. 
Chart 4a: Clusters 3 and 10 represented on factors 2 and 3
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Factor 3
Cluster 10
Cluster 3
Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.199
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Table 7a: Clusters well represented by combinations of factors 2 and 4
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Cluster 1
Directors and chief executives 2.2 0.3 0.9 -1.2 -2.0 -1.3 -0.9 0.26 0.34 0.71 -0.9 0.1 2 -
Fishery workers, hunters and 
trappers
0.0 -0.2 0.8 -0.3 -0.6 0.0 0.5 0.59 0.62 0.80 -1.2 -0.9 3,4 -,-
Handicraft workers in wood, tex-
tile, leather and related materials
0.0 -0.5 -0.1 -0.5 -0.9 -0.3 0.1 0.59 0.50 0.79 -1.0 -0.9 3,4 -,-
Legislators and senior govern-
ment ofﬁcials
0.1 0.0 0.9 -0.7 -1.7 -1.3 -0.9 0.31 0.49 0.72 -0.7 1.5 2 -
Managers of small enterprises 61.9 -0.3 0.4 -0.8 -1.5 -1.1 -0.7 0.21 0.27 0.70 -1.1 -0.7 2,4 -,-
Other specialist managers 16.9 -0.1 -0.1 -0.5 -1.6 -1.2 -1.0 0.31 0.49 0.74 -0.6 1.3 2 -
Production and operations man-
agers
18.4 0.3 0.7 -0.7 -1.6 -1.1 -0.9 0.25 0.30 0.70 -0.6 1.1 2 -
Safety and quality inspectors 0.5 0.2 0.5 -0.7 -1.0 -0.8 -0.8 0.33 0.37 0.76 -0.5 -0.1 2,4 -,-
Senior ofﬁcials of special-interest 
organisations
0.0 0.3 1.2 -0.9 -1.4 -1.4 -1.0 0.54 0.37 0.73 -0.3 1.8 4 -
Weighted average 100 -0.1 0.4 -0.7 -1.6 -1.1 -0.8 0.26 0.34 (-) 0.71 (-) -0.8 0.2 2 -
Cluster 12
Building ﬁnishers and related 
trades workers
41.1 -0.6 -0.5 0.3 0.5 0.9 1.0 0.12 0.60 0.91 0.0 -0.7 2,4 +,+
Electrical and electronic equip-
ment mechanics and ﬁtters
10.4 0.5 0.5 -0.5 1.0 0.4 0.2 0.18 0.57 0.89 0.3 -0.3 2,4 +,+
Food processing and related 
trades workers 4.9 -0.6 -0.6 0.2 1.0 1.2 1.3 0.23 0.49 0.86 0.2 -1.0 2 +
Machinery mechanics and ﬁtters 28.3 0.2 0.4 -0.4 1.4 0.9 0.7 0.12 0.61 0.92 0.5 -0.5 2,4 +,+
Metal moulders, welders, sheet-
metal workers, structural-metal 
preparers and related trades 
workers
12.4 -0.5 0.0 -0.1 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.13 0.63 0.92 -0.5 -1.0 4 +
Wood-products machine opera-
tors
0.0 -0.6 -0.7 0.2 1.3 1.3 1.5 0.28 0.53 0.88 -0.6 -1.0 2 +
Wood treaters, cabinet-makers 
and related trades workers
2.8 -0.4 -0.4 -0.2 0.6 1.0 1.1 0.18 0.57 0.89 0.0 -1.2 2,4 +,+
Weighted average 100 -0.2 -0.1 -0.1 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.15 (-) 0.59 0.90 (+) 0.1 -0.7 2,4 +,+
Sources: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: In bold, averages of standardised values (except for the three indices) corresponding to the test values greater than 2 in absolute value.  
Test values are carried out on unweighted averages.  
a) Factors along which the squared-cosine(s) sums a minimum of about 2/3.200
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Cluster 1 has negative scores on fac-
tors 2 and 4. The negative score on 
factor 2 reflects the lower values for 
the fraction of young workers in total 
hires and the fraction of young work-
ers in total employment. The negative 
score on factor 4 reflects the lower 
values for the specialisation and con-
centration indices. 
Cluster 12 has positive scores on fac-
tors 2 and 4. The positive score on 
factor 2 reflects the higher values for 
the fraction of young workers in total 
hires, the fraction of young workers in 
total employment and the fraction of 
young workers with a low level of edu-
cation and the lower value for training 
outside the regular education system. 
The positive score on factor 4 reflects 
the lower value for the segregation in-
dex and the higher value for the con-
centration index. 
Chart 5a shows that clusters 1 and 12 
differentiate from each other along 
factors 2 and 4. Compared with cluster 
12, cluster 1 represents occupations 
with higher qualifications and better 
career prospects (factor 2), as well as 
occupations having looser links with 
qualifications (factor 4). 
Clusters associated with factors 3 
and 4
Clusters 2 and 7 are well represented 
by combinations of factors 3 and 4 (Ta-
ble 8a and Chart 6a), each accounting 
for approximately 5½% of total em-
ployment. Clusters 2 and 7 can be il-
lustrated by the occupations: ‘Primary 
and pre-primary education teaching 
professionals’ and ‘Finance and sales 
associate professionals’, respectively. 
Chart 5a: Clusters 1 and 12 represented on factors 2 and 4
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1
2
3
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
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Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.201
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Table 8a: Clusters well represented by combinations of factors 3 and 4
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Cluster 2
Health associate professionals (except 
nursing) 13.1 0.5 -0.1 -0.4 0.2 -0.4 -0.7 0.16 0.73 0.80 0.3 1.2 3,4 +,+
Health professionals (except nursing) 13.6 1.4 0.4 -0.5 -1.8 -1.3 -1.0 0.11 0.91 0.93 0.1 3.0 4 +
Legal professionals 3.1 1.6 -0.2 -0.5 -1.5 -1.2 -1.0 0.06 0.82 0.94 -0.3 1.1 4 +
Life science professionals 0.3 1.2 -0.3 -0.4 -1.2 -1.1 -1.0 0.37 0.91 0.84 0.4 1.3 3,4 +,+
Nursing and midwifery associate 
professionals 15.2 0.3 0.3 -0.4 0.2 -0.5 -0.6 0.12 0.84 0.90 0.9 1.6 4 +
Nursing and midwifery professionals 1.5 1.4 1.1 -0.7 -0.4 -0.9 -1.0 0.16 0.88 0.91 0.0 1.2 4 +
Physicists, chemists and related pro-
fessionals 0.2 1.0 -0.1 -0.5 -1.4 -1.1 -1.0 0.28 0.85 0.83 0.1 0.9 2,4 -,+
Pre-primary education teaching as-
sociate professionals 1.9 0.3 0.2 -0.2 0.0 -0.3 -0.5 0.31 0.86 0.87 0.4 1.2 4 +
Primary and pre-primary education 
teaching professionals 14.7 1.7 1.3 -0.6 -0.6 -1.0 -1.0 0.23 0.86 0.86 0.2 1.8 1,4 +,+
Religious professionals 0.1 1.1 1.3 -1.1 -1.9 -1.4 -0.9 0.22 0.84 0.86 0.2 0.7 2,4 -,+
Secondary education teaching profes-
sionals 36.3 1.8 1.5 -0.6 -1.3 -1.3 -1.0 0.13 0.79 0.77 -0.2 1.1 2,4 -,+
Special education teaching profes-
sionals 0.1 0.2 0.3 -0.5 -1.5 -1.2 -0.9 0.32 0.85 0.87 1.1 3.2 3,4 +,+
Weighted average 100 1.2 0.7 -0.5 -0.8 -0.9 -0.9 0.16 (-) 0.83 (+) 0.85 (+) 0.2 1.6 3,4 +,+
Cluster 7
Business services agents and trade 
brokers 3.2 -0.3 -0.7 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.6 0.37 0.35 0.72 0.2 -0.1 4 -
Computer associate professionals 4.7 0.2 -1.0 0.1 0.5 0.2 -0.7 0.36 0.49 0.65 0.8 0.6 3,4 +,-
Finance and sales associate profes-
sionals 90.4 -0.3 -0.6 0.2 0.0 -0.1 -0.4 0.35 0.36 0.74 0.3 0.6 4 -
Other teaching associate professionals 1.4 -0.4 -0.4 0.3 -0.6 -0.5 -0.7 0.41 0.37 0.60 0.6 1.3 4 -
Religious associate professionals 0.0 -1.1 -0.7 -0.2 0.5 -0.6 -0.1 0.76 0.50 0.73 1.1 0.7 4 -
Travel attendants and related workers 0.3 0.5 -0.3 0.3 0.7 0.2 -0.6 0.43 0.50 0.67 0.3 0.6 4 -
Weighted average 100 -0.2 -0.7 0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.5 0.36 0.39 (-) 0.71 (-) 0.4 0.6 4 -
Sources: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.
Note: In bold, averages of standardised values (except for the three indices) corresponding to the test values greater than 2 in absolute value.  
Test values are carried out on unweighted averages.  
a) Factors along which the squared-cosine(s) sums a minimum of about 2/3.202
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Cluster 2 has positive scores on factors 
3 and 4. The positive score on factor 3 
reflects the lower value for the frac-
tion of young workers with low levels 
of education and the higher value for 
training outside the regular education 
system. The positive score on factor 4 
reflects the lower value for the segre-
gation index and the higher values for 
the specialisation and concentration 
indices. 
Cluster 7 has a negative score on fac-
tor 4. The negative score on factor 4 
reflects the lower values for the spe-
cialisation and concentration indices. 
Chart 6a shows that clusters 2 and 7 
differentiate from each other along 
factor 4, with cluster 2 mainly repre-
senting licensed occupations, such 
as health professionals and lawyers, 
while cluster 7 includes occupations 
that are open to different fields of 
study, such as finance and sales asso-
ciate professionals. 
Chart 6a: Clusters 2 and 7 represented on factors 3 and 4
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Source: EU LFS data, Eurostat – DG EMPL calculations.203
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Annex 2: List of occupations, factor scores, squared-cosines and employment 
weights for 2006a (sorted by cluster and occupational title)
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1 Directors and chief executives 121 0.31 -1.99 -0.95 -1.22 0.01 0.61 0.14 0.23 2.2 0.3
1 Fishery workers, hunters and trappers 615 0.45 0.01 -1.24 -1.17 0.07 0.00 0.49 0.44 0.0 0.0
1
Handicraft workers in wood, textile, 
leather and related materials
733 -0.04 -0.56 -1.24 -1.48 0.00 0.08 0.38 0.54 0.0 0.0
1 Legislators and senior government ofﬁcials 111 0.17 -1.90 -0.11 -0.79 0.01 0.84 0.00 0.15 0.1 0.0
1 Managers of small enterprises 131 -0.29 -1.79 -1.30 -1.32 0.01 0.48 0.25 0.26 61.9 7.4
1 Other specialist managers 123 -0.32 -1.91 0.02 -0.61 0.02 0.89 0.00 0.09 16.9 2.0
1 Production and operations managers 122 0.08 -1.75 -0.21 -1.28 0.00 0.64 0.01 0.35 18.4 2.2
1 Safety and quality inspectors 315 0.29 -1.05 -0.56 -1.10 0.03 0.41 0.12 0.45 0.5 0.1
1
Senior ofﬁcials of special-interest organi-
sations
114 0.76 -1.46 0.14 -2.07 0.08 0.30 0.00 0.61 0.0 0.0
1 WEIGHTED AVERAGE    -0.12 -1.77 -0.69 -1.14 0.01 0.61 0.13 0.25 100 11.9
2
Health associate professionals (except 
nursing)
322 0.16 -0.19 1.10 1.12 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.50 13.1 0.7
2 Health professionals (except nursing) 222 0.38 -1.62 1.10 2.83 0.01 0.22 0.10 0.67 13.6 0.8
2 Legal professionals 242 0.26 -1.35 0.21 2.72 0.01 0.20 0.00 0.79 3.1 0.2
2 Life science professionals 221 0.39 -0.95 1.13 1.17 0.04 0.24 0.35 0.37 0.3 0.0
2
Nursing and midwifery associate profes-
sionals
323 0.31 0.03 1.35 2.24 0.01 0.00 0.26 0.72 15.2 0.9
2 Nursing and midwifery professionals 223 1.09 -0.38 0.66 2.15 0.19 0.02 0.07 0.72 1.5 0.1
2
Physicists, chemists and related profes-
sionals
211 0.26 -1.23 0.68 1.28 0.02 0.41 0.13 0.44 0.2 0.0
2
Pre-primary education teaching associate 
professionals
332 0.33 0.06 1.02 1.33 0.04 0.00 0.36 0.60 1.9 0.1
2
Primary and pre-primary education teach-
ing professionals
233 1.25 -0.52 1.13 1.51 0.29 0.05 0.24 0.42 14.7 0.8
2 Religious professionals 246 0.92 -1.31 0.28 1.52 0.17 0.35 0.02 0.47 0.1 0.0
2 Secondary education teaching professionals 232 1.07 -1.13 0.63 1.13 0.28 0.31 0.10 0.31 36.3 2.1
2 Special education teaching professionals 234 0.12 -1.31 1.78 1.53 0.00 0.24 0.44 0.32 0.1 0.0
2 WEIGHTED AVERAGE  0.64 -0.74 0.95 1.74 0.12 0.14 0.21 0.53 100 5.7
3
Architects, engineers and related profes-
sionals
214 -0.14 -1.53 -0.08 1.44 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.47 49.8 2.3
3 Business professionals 241 -0.80 -1.47 0.70 0.41 0.19 0.63 0.14 0.05 23.0 1.1
3
College, university and higher education 
teaching professionals
231 0.30 -0.84 2.09 0.31 0.02 0.13 0.83 0.02 2.6 0.1
3 Computing professionals 213 -0.73 -0.93 1.22 -0.10 0.18 0.30 0.52 0.00 11.8 0.5
3 Social science and related professionals 244 -0.53 -1.38 0.86 1.21 0.06 0.43 0.17 0.33 7.6 0.4
3
Special education teaching associate pro-
fessionals
333 -0.27 -0.53 1.26 -0.50 0.03 0.13 0.72 0.12 0.3 0.0
3 Writers and creative or performing artists 245 -0.48 -1.04 0.43 0.42 0.14 0.65 0.11 0.11 4.9 0.2
3 WEIGHTED AVERAGE    -0.43 -1.28 0.64 0.73 0.09 0.48 0.22 0.21 100.0 4.6
4
Artistic, entertainment and sports associ-
ate professionals
347 -1.25 0.82 2.00 -0.37 0.25 0.11 0.63 0.02 3.4 0.2
4 Client information clerks 422 -1.48 1.31 1.95 -0.99 0.25 0.20 0.44 0.11 7.4 0.4
4 Other teaching professionals 235 -0.83 0.03 3.14 -0.32 0.06 0.00 0.93 0.01 1.5 0.1
4 Personal care and related workers 513 -1.27 0.22 1.26 0.46 0.47 0.01 0.46 0.06 84.4 4.6
4 Social work associate professionals 346 -1.63 -0.33 1.84 -0.04 0.43 0.02 0.55 0.00 3.3 0.2
4 WEIGHTED AVERAGE  -1.31 0.39 1.65 0.02 0.38 0.05 0.52 0.05 100 5.5
5 Administrative associate professionals 343 0.45 -0.46 0.08 -0.37 0.37 0.38 0.01 0.24 25.1 4.4
5
Archivists, librarians and related informa-
tion professionals
243 0.75 -1.01 0.70 0.15 0.27 0.49 0.23 0.01 0.1 0.0204
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5 Library, mail and related clerks 414 0.85 0.93 0.59 -1.49 0.17 0.21 0.08 0.53 1.4 0.2
5
Life science technicians and related as-
sociate professional
321 1.13 0.07 0.74 -0.80 0.52 0.00 0.22 0.26 0.3 0.0
5 Material-recording and transport clerks 413 -0.05 0.56 -0.16 -0.44 0.00 0.59 0.05 0.36 6.9 1.2
5 Numerical clerks 412 0.54 0.43 0.83 0.09 0.25 0.16 0.59 0.01 5.5 1.0
5 Optical and electronic equipment operators 313 0.38 0.11 0.56 -1.17 0.08 0.01 0.17 0.75 0.2 0.0
5 Other ofﬁce clerks 419 -0.03 0.57 0.63 -0.56 0.00 0.31 0.39 0.30 27.2 4.8
5 Physical and engineering science technicians 311 0.76 -0.03 -0.03 -0.16 0.95 0.00 0.00 0.04 18.8 3.3
5
Precision workers in metal and related 
materials
731 0.28 0.66 0.06 0.17 0.14 0.80 0.01 0.05 0.1 0.0
5 Protective services workers 516 0.52 -0.02 0.21 -0.48 0.51 0.00 0.08 0.42 5.0 0.9
5 Secretaries and keyboard-operating clerks 411 -0.13 -0.25 0.21 -0.35 0.07 0.25 0.18 0.50 9.3 1.6
5 Ship and aircraft controllers and technicians 314 0.46 -1.03 0.03 -0.03 0.16 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.1 0.0
5 WEIGHTED AVERAGE    0.34 0.11 0.28 -0.40 0.31 0.25 0.17 0.27 100 17.6
6 Crop and animal producers 613 2.29 1.44 -0.55 0.04 0.69 0.27 0.04 0.00 77.0 2.2
6
Customs, tax and related government as-
sociate professionals
344 2.19 0.34 0.13 -0.93 0.83 0.02 0.00 0.15 13.4 0.4
6
Locomotive engine drivers and related 
workers
831 2.68 0.10 -0.94 0.00 0.89 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.9 0.0
6 Police inspectors and detectives 345 2.49 0.80 0.73 -1.36 0.67 0.07 0.06 0.20 0.5 0.0
6
Primary education teaching associate 
professionals
331 1.98 -0.30 0.42 -0.13 0.93 0.02 0.04 0.00 1.2 0.0
6 Public service administrative professionals 247 1.57 -1.00 0.20 -0.43 0.67 0.27 0.01 0.05 7.0 0.2
6 WEIGHTED AVERAGE  2.17 0.65 -0.21 -0.30 0.74 0.18 0.03 0.05 100 2.9
7 Business services agents and trade brokers 342 -0.50 -0.48 0.22 -1.42 0.10 0.09 0.02 0.79 3.2 0.2
7 Computer associate professionals 312 -0.37 0.12 1.46 -1.28 0.04 0.00 0.54 0.42 4.7 0.3
7 Finance and sales associate professionals 341 -0.57 -0.25 0.52 -1.11 0.17 0.03 0.14 0.65 90.4 4.8
7 Other teaching associate professionals 334 -0.70 -0.98 1.18 -2.15 0.07 0.13 0.19 0.62 1.4 0.1
7 Religious associate professionals 348 -0.20 0.23 1.05 -2.39 0.01 0.01 0.16 0.83 0.0 0.0
7 Travel attendants and related workers 511 0.13 0.39 1.15 -1.55 0.00 0.04 0.34 0.62 0.3 0.0
7 WEIGHTED AVERAGE    -0.52 -0.25 0.69 -1.27 0.13 0.04 0.20 0.63 100 5.3
8 Cashiers, tellers and related clerks 421 0.36 2.27 1.30 -0.66 0.02 0.70 0.23 0.06 3.7 0.6
8
Housekeeping and restaurant services 
workers
512 -2.18 2.34 1.46 0.12 0.38 0.44 0.17 0.00 22.9 3.8
8 Other personal services workers 514 -0.45 2.74 1.24 1.54 0.02 0.65 0.13 0.20 2.4 0.4
8
Shop, stall and market salespersons and 
demonstrators
522 -1.55 2.07 1.21 -0.27 0.29 0.52 0.18 0.01 71.0 11.7
8 WEIGHTED AVERAGE  -1.41 2.23 1.29 -0.03 0.26 0.53 0.18 0.03 100 16.5
9 Fashion and other models 521 -0.40 3.36 2.52 -3.57 0.01 0.37 0.21 0.42 0.1 0.0
9 Street vendors and related workers 911 -0.86 4.60 2.84 -1.48 0.02 0.66 0.25 0.07 99.9 0.0
9 WEIGHTED AVERAGE    -0.84 4.56 2.83 -1.55 0.02 0.65 0.25 0.08 100 0.0
10 Animal producers and related workers 612 1.14 0.73 -0.76 -0.04 0.54 0.22 0.24 0.00 4.8 0.1
10 Assemblers 828 -0.49 0.69 -0.77 0.00 0.18 0.36 0.46 0.00 14.6 0.4
10
Blacksmiths, tool-makers and related 
trades workers
722 0.54 0.53 -0.90 1.37 0.09 0.09 0.25 0.58 18.7 0.5
10 Chemical-processing-plant operators 815 1.02 0.53 -0.50 -0.45 0.58 0.16 0.14 0.12 1.2 0.0
10 Chemical-products machine operators 822 0.65 0.72 -0.56 -0.98 0.19 0.24 0.14 0.43 0.4 0.0
10 Craft printing and related trades workers 734 0.65 0.45 -0.60 -0.09 0.42 0.21 0.36 0.01 1.4 0.0
10 Food and related products machine operators 827 -0.48 0.39 -0.67 -0.27 0.25 0.17 0.50 0.08 2.7 0.1
10 Glass, ceramics and related plant operators 813 0.65 0.84 -1.22 -0.90 0.13 0.21 0.43 0.24 0.1 0.0
10 Industrial robot operators 817 0.15 1.01 -0.95 -0.55 0.01 0.45 0.40 0.14 0.2 0.0
10 Market gardeners and crop growers 611 0.72 0.73 -0.43 0.20 0.41 0.41 0.14 0.03 42.9 1.2
10
Metal- and mineral-products machine 
operators
821 0.01 1.01 -0.89 0.63 0.00 0.46 0.36 0.18 4.2 0.1205
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10 Metal-processing plant operators 812 1.10 0.91 -0.98 0.05 0.40 0.28 0.32 0.00 1.4 0.0
10 Miners, shotﬁrers, stone cutters and carvers 711 0.91 0.11 -1.24 0.90 0.26 0.00 0.48 0.25 0.7 0.0
10
Mining and mineral-processing-plant 
operators
811 0.97 0.26 -1.09 0.02 0.43 0.03 0.54 0.00 0.1 0.0
10
Other machine operators not elsewhere 
classiﬁed
829 -0.14 0.17 -1.10 -0.36 0.01 0.02 0.87 0.09 2.6 0.1
10 Pelt, leather and shoemaking trades workers 744 -0.15 0.10 -1.57 -0.32 0.01 0.00 0.95 0.04 0.5 0.0
10
Potters, glass-makers and related trades 
workers
732 0.37 0.91 -0.70 -0.50 0.08 0.49 0.28 0.15 0.3 0.0
10 Power-production and related plant operators 816 0.84 -0.71 -1.23 0.66 0.23 0.16 0.48 0.14 0.6 0.0
10
Printing-, binding- and paper-products 
machine operators
825 0.41 0.97 -0.55 -0.33 0.11 0.62 0.20 0.07 0.5 0.0
10
Rubber- and plastic-products machine 
operators
823 -0.31 0.64 -1.06 0.12 0.06 0.25 0.69 0.01 1.6 0.0
10
Wood-processing- and papermaking-plant 
operators
814 0.26 0.61 -0.86 0.26 0.05 0.30 0.60 0.05 0.7 0.0
10 WEIGHTED AVERAGE  0.38 0.60 -0.78 0.20 0.24 0.27 0.36 0.13 100 2.8
11 Agricultural and other mobile plant operators 833 -0.53 -0.33 -1.26 0.91 0.10 0.04 0.57 0.29 2.6 0.5
11 Agricultural, ﬁshery and related labourers 921 -2.85 0.06 -0.97 -0.33 0.88 0.00 0.10 0.01 1.8 0.3
11
Building caretakers, window and related 
cleaners
914 -1.21 -1.28 -1.16 -0.05 0.33 0.37 0.30 0.00 1.0 0.2
11 Building frame and related trades workers 712 -1.74 -0.22 -1.11 1.33 0.50 0.01 0.20 0.29 21.6 4.1
11
Domestic and related helpers, cleaners 
and launderers
913 -2.14 -0.68 -0.54 -0.56 0.81 0.08 0.05 0.06 36.6 6.9
11 Forestry and related workers 614 -0.98 -0.48 -1.08 -0.42 0.38 0.09 0.46 0.07 0.0 0.0
11 Garbage collectors and related labourers 916 -2.35 -1.02 -1.42 0.30 0.64 0.12 0.23 0.01 0.2 0.0
11 Motor vehicle drivers 832 -1.24 -1.38 -1.42 0.56 0.27 0.33 0.35 0.05 31.4 5.9
11
Painters, building structure cleaners and 
related trades workers
714 -1.04 0.46 -0.71 0.68 0.48 0.09 0.22 0.20 2.1 0.4
11 Ships deck crews and related workers 834 -0.69 -0.11 -0.55 0.19 0.57 0.01 0.37 0.04 0.0 0.0
11
Textile- fur- and leather-products machine 
operators
826 -0.52 -0.25 -1.53 0.18 0.10 0.02 0.87 0.01 0.8 0.2
11 Textile, garment and related trades workers 743 -0.67 -0.35 -1.41 0.61 0.15 0.04 0.68 0.13 1.8 0.3
11 WEIGHTED AVERAGE    -1.54 -0.61 -1.06 0.36 0.48 0.13 0.28 0.12 100 18.7
12 Building ﬁnishers and related trades workers 713 -0.76 0.95 -0.45 1.57 0.14 0.22 0.05 0.59 41.1 2.8
12
Electrical and electronic equipment me-
chanics and ﬁtters
724 0.57 1.15 0.08 0.94 0.13 0.52 0.00 0.35 10.4 0.7
12 Food processing and related trades workers 741 -0.62 1.46 -0.38 0.49 0.13 0.74 0.05 0.08 4.9 0.3
12 Machinery mechanics and ﬁtters 723 0.36 1.70 0.13 1.51 0.02 0.54 0.00 0.43 28.3 1.9
12
Metal moulders, welders, sheet-metal 
workers, structural-metal preparers, and 
related trades workers
721 -0.42 0.38 -0.98 1.58 0.05 0.04 0.26 0.66 12.4 0.8
12 Wood-products machine operators 824 -0.51 1.63 -0.82 0.43 0.07 0.70 0.18 0.05 0.0 0.0
12
Wood treaters, cabinet-makers and related 
trades workers
742 -0.37 1.17 -0.58 1.05 0.05 0.47 0.11 0.37 2.8 0.2
12 WEIGHTED AVERAGE  -0.21 1.14 -0.33 1.31 0.09 0.38 0.07 0.46 100 6.7
13
Shoe cleaning and other street services 
elementary occupations
912 -3.55 3.53 1.72 -1.71 0.41 0.40 0.10 0.09 100 0.0
13 WEIGHTED AVERAGE    -3.55 3.53 1.72 -1.71 0.41 0.40 0.10 0.09 100 0.0
14 Manufacturing labourers 932 -1.73 1.02 -0.88 -0.35 0.61 0.21 0.16 0.02 33.2 0.6
14
Messengers, porters, doorkeepers and 
related workers
915 -1.30 0.78 0.55 -0.54 0.58 0.21 0.10 0.10 25.5 0.5
14 Mining and construction labourers 931 -3.39 1.43 -1.07 0.10 0.78 0.14 0.08 0.00 17.8 0.3
14 Transport labourers and freight handlers. 933 -1.81 2.06 0.13 -0.50 0.42 0.54 0.00 0.03 23.4 0.4
14 WEIGHTED AVERAGE  -1.99 1.30 -0.31 -0.34 0.59 0.28 0.09 0.04 100 1.8
a) Employment levels in 2006, or in the most recent year in the period 2003-2006 for which information is available. 206
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Annex 3: Fields of 
education or training35 
General programmes t
Teacher training and education  t
science
Humanities, languages and arts t
Foreign languages t
Social sciences, business and law  t
Science, mathematics and com- t
puting
Life science (including Biology and  t
Environmental science)
Physical science (including Phys- t
ics, Chemistry and Earth science)
Mathematics and statistics t
Computer science t
Computer use t
Engineering, manufacturing and  t
construction
Agriculture and veterinary t
Health and welfare t
Services t
35  Fields collected in the context of the EU 
LFS. The full list will be collected from 2009, 
although on an optional basis. 207
Macroeconomic indicators 1. 
Annual percentage growth
EU-27 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 2.7 2.9 3.0 3.9 2.0 1.2 1.3 2.5 1.9 3.1 2.9 2.0 1.8
Occupied population 0.6 1.3 0.8 1.8 0.9 0.3 0.4 0.6 1.0 1.7 1.8 0.9 0.5
Labour productivity 2.2 1.6 1.7 2.1 0.8 0.9 1.3 2.1 1.2 1.7 1.3 1.2 1.3
Annual average hours worked :::::: -0.6 0.2 -0.2 : : : :
Productivity per hour worked :::::: 1 . 5 1 . 7 1 . 1 ::::
Harmonised CPI 7.3 4.6 3.0 3.5 3.2 2.5 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.4 3.6 2.4
Price deﬂator GDP 3.5 2.3 1.6 1.8 2.6 2.8 2.4 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.5 2.5 2.2
Nominal compensation per employee 4.5 3.4 4.1 4.2 4.1 3.2 3.5 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.9 3.8 3.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.0 1.1 2.5 2.4 1.4 0.5 1.1 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.4 1.2 1.3
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
0.4 1.4 2.6 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.4 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.7 1.3
Nominal unit labour costs 2.2 1.6 1.7 1.9 2.9 2.1 2.3 0.6 1.6 1.2 1.8 2.6 2.2
Real unit labour costs -1.2 -0.7 0.1 0.1 0.3 -0.6 -0.1 -1.5 -0.5 -0.9 -0.7 0.1 0.0
EU-25 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 2.7 2.9 3.0 3.9 2.0 1.2 1.3 2.5 1.9 3.0 2.9 1.9 1.7
Occupied population 1.0 1.6 1.1 1.7 1.1 0.4 0.4 0.7 1.0 1.6 1.8 0.9 0.5
Labour productivity 2.2 1.6 1.6 2.1 0.8 0.8 1.3 2.1 1.2 1.7 1.3 1.2 1.3
Annual average hours worked :::: -0.7 -0.9 -0.5 0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.0 -0.1 -0.1
Productivity per hour worked :::: 1 . 6 1 . 7 1 . 4 1 . 6 1 . 0 1 . 5 1 . 1 1 . 2 1.4
Harmonised CPI 2.6 2.1 1.6 2.4 2.5 2.1 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.3 3.5 2.3
Price deﬂator GDP 2.0 2.0 1.4 1.6 2.5 2.7 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.5 2.4 2.1
Nominal compensation per employee 3.1 2.8 3.5 4.1 3.8 3.1 3.3 3.0 2.5 2.8 2.8 3.7 3.4
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.0 0.8 2.1 2.5 1.3 0.5 1.0 0.8 0.4 0.7 0.4 1.2 1.3
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
0.8 1.1 2.2 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.3 0.9 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.7 1.2
Nominal unit labour costs 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.7 2.8 2.2 2.1 1.0 1.4 1.3 1.7 2.6 2.1
Real unit labour costs -1.0 -0.8 -0.0 0.1 0.3 -0.4 -0.2 -1.1 -0.6 -0.8 -0.7 0.1 0.0
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EU-15 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 2.6 2.9 3.0 3.9 1.9 1.1 1.2 2.3 1.7 2.9 2.7 1.7 1.5
Occupied population 1.0 1.8 1.8 2.2 1.4 0.7 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.5 1.6 0.8 0.4
Labour productivity 2.1 1.5 1.5 1.9 0.7 0.7 1.1 1.9 1.1 1.6 1.1 1.0 1.1
Annual average hours worked -0.3 -0.2 -0.4 -1.0 -0.5 -0.9 -0.5 0.2 -0.4 -0.2 -0.1 -0.2 -0.2
Productivity per hour worked 1.9 1.3 1.5 2.7 1.0 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.1 1.5 1.1 1.2 1.3
Harmonised CPI 1.7 1.3 1.2 1.9 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.2 3.1 2.2
Price deﬂator GDP 1.6 1.7 1.2 1.4 2.4 2.6 2.3 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.4 2.3 2.0
Nominal compensation per employee 2.6 2.4 2.7 3.5 3.3 2.8 3.2 2.9 2.6 3.0 2.8 3.5 3.2
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.0 0.7 1.4 2.0 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.9 0.4 1.2 1.2
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
0.8 1.1 1.6 1.2 0.9 1.0 1.2 0.9 0.4 0.7 0.6 0.7 1.1
Nominal unit labour costs 0.7 1.0 1.3 1.6 2.7 2.2 2.2 1.0 1.5 1.4 1.6 2.5 2.1
Real unit labour costs -0.9 -0.7 0.0 0.1 0.3 -0.4 -0.1 -1.0 -0.5 -0.7 -0.7 0.2 0.1
United States 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 4.5 4.2 4.5 3.7 0.8 1.6 2.5 3.6 3.1 2.9 2.2 0.9 0.7
Occupied population 2.3 2.1 1.9 2.0 0.0 -0.3 0.9 1.1 1.7 1.9 1.1 -0.2 -0.3
Labour productivity 2.1 2.3 2.4 1.6 0.5 2.7 2.7 2.7 1.7 0.8 1.0 1.1 1.0
Annual average hours worked 0.5 0.1 0.0 -0.6 -1.2 -1.0 -1.4 0.1 -0.3 -0.3 : : :
Productivity per hour worked 1.6 2.0 2.5 2.4 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.5 1.7 1.3 : : :
Harmonised CPI 2.3 1.6 2.2 3.4 2.8 1.6 2.3 2.7 3.4 3.2 2.9 3.6 1.6
Price deﬂator GDP 1.7 1.1 1.4 2.2 2.4 1.8 2.1 2.9 3.2 3.2 2.7 2.1 1.7
Nominal compensation per employee 3.5 5.4 4.2 5.7 2.4 3.6 4.3 4.3 3.6 4.2 4.4 2.7 2.2
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.8 4.2 2.7 3.4 -0.0 1.8 2.1 1.4 0.3 1.0 1.7 0.6 0.5
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
1.8 4.4 2.5 3.1 0.3 2.1 2.3 1.6 0.6 1.4 1.8 -0.5 0.4
Nominal unit labour costs 1.4 3.0 1.8 4.0 1.9 0.8 1.6 1.6 1.8 3.4 3.3 1.6 1.1
Real unit labour costs -0.3 1.8 0.3 1.8 -0.5 -0.9 -0.5 -1.3 -1.3 0.2 0.6 -0.6 -0.6
Japan 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 1.6 -2.0 -0.1 2.9 0.2 0.3 1.4 2.7 1.9 2.4 2.1 1.2 1.1
Occupied population 0.7 -1.2 -1.4 -0.6 -0.8 -1.6 -0.3 0.2 0.4 0.4 -0.2 0.2 0.2
Labour productivity 0.9 -0.9 1.3 3.5 0.9 1.9 1.7 2.5 1.5 2.0 2.3 1.0 0.9
Annual average hours worked -1.5 -1.2 -1.7 0.6 -0.7 -0.6 0.2 -0.7 -0.8 0.5 : : :
Productivity per hour worked 2.4 0.3 3.0 2.9 1.6 2.5 1.6 3.2 2.3 1.5 : : :
Harmonised CPI 1.8 0.6 -0.3 -0.7 -0.7 -0.9 -0.3 0.0 -0.3 0.3 0.0 0.7 0.6
Price deﬂator GDP 0.6 0.0 -1.3 -1.7 -1.2 -1.5 -1.6 -1.1 -1.2 -1.0 -0.8 -0.3 -0.2
Nominal compensation per employee 1.5 -0.1 -1.1 0.4 -0.5 -1.6 -1.4 -1.3 -0.1 0.1 -0.1 0.6 0.9
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 0.9 -0.2 0.2 2.2 0.7 -0.0 0.2 -0.2 1.1 1.1 0.7 0.9 1.1
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
0.1 -0.3 -0.6 1.5 0.6 -0.1 -0.5 -0.7 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.8
Nominal unit labour costs 0.6 0.8 -2.3 -3.0 -1.4 -3.3 -3.1 -3.8 -1.6 -1.8 -2.3 -0.4 -0.0
Real unit labour costs 0.0 0.7 -1.0 -1.3 -0.2 -1.8 -1.6 -2.7 -0.4 -0.8 -1.6 -0.1 0.2
Belgium 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 3.5 1.7 3.4 3.7 0.8 1.5 1.0 3.0 1.7 2.8 2.8 1.7 1.5
Occupied population 0.5 1.5 1.3 2.0 1.4 -0.1 0.0 0.7 1.2 1.3 1.7 0.9 0.4
Labour productivity 3.0 0.1 2.1 1.7 -0.6 1.7 0.9 2.3 0.4 1.6 1.1 0.8 1.1
Annual average hours worked 0.8 0.7 0.2 -1.7 1.5 0.1 -0.3 -1.7 1.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 -0.1
Productivity per hour worked 2.2 -0.6 1.9 3.5 -2.1 1.5 1.2 4.0 -0.6 1.2 1.0 0.8 1.2
Harmonised CPI 1.5 0.9 1.1 2.7 2.4 1.6 1.5 1.9 2.5 2.3 1.8 3.6 2.3
Price deﬂator GDP 1.1 2.1 0.4 1.8 2.0 1.9 1.6 2.4 2.5 2.0 1.6 2.6 2.1
Nominal compensation per employee 3.4 1.3 3.5 2.0 3.6 3.8 1.7 1.9 1.9 3.2 3.0 3.5 2.9
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.3 -0.7 3.1 0.2 1.6 1.9 0.0 -0.5 -0.6 1.2 1.4 0.9 0.8
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
1.9 0.1 3.2 -1.5 1.3 2.5 0.1 -0.8 -0.8 0.7 1.4 0.1 0.7
Nominal unit labour costs 0.4 1.2 1.4 0.3 4.3 2.1 0.7 -0.3 1.5 1.6 1.9 2.7 1.8
Real unit labour costs -0.7 -0.9 1.0 -1.5 2.2 0.3 -0.9 -2.7 -1.0 -0.4 0.3 0.1 -0.3209
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Bulgaria 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP -5.6 4.0 2.3 5.4 4.1 4.5 5.0 6.6 6.2 6.3 6.2 5.8 5.6
Occupied population -3.9 -0.2 -2.1 4.9 -0.8 0.2 3.0 2.6 2.7 3.3 2.8 1.6 1.2
Labour productivity -1.7 4.2 4.4 0.5 4.9 4.3 2.0 3.9 3.5 2.9 3.3 4.1 4.3
Annual average hours worked :::: 0 . 7 -0.0 -0.7 1.4 -0.3 -0.6 -0.1 0.3 0.4
Productivity per hour worked :::: 4 . 1 4 . 3 2 . 7 2 . 5 3 . 8 3 . 5 3 . 3 3 . 8 3.9
Harmonised CPI : 18.7 2.6 10.3 7.4 5.8 2.3 6.1 6.0 7.4 7.6 9.9 5.9
Price deﬂator GDP 948.3 23.7 3.7 6.7 6.7 4.4 1.8 5.1 3.8 8.5 7.9 8.6 5.8
Nominal compensation per employee 848.0 52.5 6.0 -9.9 14.9 5.9 5.1 4.9 5.9 7.4 17.9 13.7 10.9
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) -9.6 23.3 2.2 -15.6 7.7 1.5 3.2 -0.2 2.1 -1.0 9.4 4.7 4.7
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
-12.6 31.6 3.7 -13.8 8.4 1.7 4.8 0.5 0.7 1.6 10.5 5.2 5.8
Nominal unit labour costs 864.7 46.4 1.4 -10.3 9.6 1.6 3.0 1.0 2.4 4.4 14.2 9.3 6.3
Real unit labour costs -8.0 18.4 -2.2 -15.9 2.7 -2.7 1.2 -4.0 -1.3 -3.8 5.9 0.6 0.4
Czech Republic 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP -0.7 -0.8 1.3 3.6 2.5 1.9 3.6 4.5 6.4 6.4 6.5 4.7 5.0
Occupied population 0.2 -1.5 -3.4 -0.2 0.5 0.6 -1.3 0.3 1.0 1.9 1.8 1.1 0.5
Labour productivity -0.9 1.0 3.9 4.1 2.1 1.6 4.7 4.3 5.2 4.5 4.6 3.5 4.5
Annual average hours worked 0.2 0.3 1.6 -0.1 -4.4 -1.1 0.1 0.4 0.6 -0.1 -0.1 -0.0 -0.0
Productivity per hour worked -1.1 0.5 3.2 3.9 6.7 2.4 4.9 3.7 4.7 4.5 4.7 3.6 4.5
Harmonised CPI 8.0 9.7 1.8 3.9 4.5 1.4 -0.1 2.6 1.6 2.1 3.0 6.2 2.7
Price deﬂator GDP 8.4 11.1 2.8 1.5 4.9 2.8 0.9 4.5 -0.2 1.7 3.4 3.5 2.4
Nominal compensation per employee 8.6 8.7 7.1 6.5 8.2 7.7 8.6 5.7 4.6 6.2 7.0 7.2 7.2
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 0.2 -2.1 4.1 4.9 3.2 4.8 7.6 1.1 4.8 4.4 3.4 3.5 4.7
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
-0.3 -0.1 5.1 3.3 4.1 6.4 9.0 2.3 3.7 3.8 4.0 2.1 4.4
Nominal unit labour costs 9.6 7.7 3.0 2.3 6.0 6.0 3.8 1.3 -0.5 1.5 2.3 3.5 2.6
Real unit labour costs 1.2 -3.1 0.2 0.8 1.0 3.1 2.8 -3.1 -0.3 -0.1 -1.1 -0.0 0.2
Denmark 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 3.2 2.2 2.6 3.5 0.7 0.5 0.4 2.3 2.5 3.9 1.8 1.3 1.1
Occupied population 1.4 1.5 0.8 0.5 0.9 0.0 -1.1 -0.6 0.8 1.6 1.8 0.2 -0.4
Labour productivity 1.8 0.7 1.7 3.0 -0.2 0.4 1.5 2.9 1.6 2.2 -0.0 1.1 1.5
Annual average hours worked 1.2 1.1 0.7 1.0 0.5 -0.4 -0.2 0.2 -0.9 0.7 -1.4 -0.3 -0.4
Productivity per hour worked 0.6 -0.4 0.9 2.0 -0.7 0.8 1.7 2.7 2.6 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.9
Harmonised CPI 2.0 1.3 2.1 2.7 2.3 2.4 2.0 0.9 1.7 1.9 1.7 3.3 2.3
Price deﬂator GDP 2.0 1.2 1.7 3.0 2.5 2.3 1.6 2.3 3.1 2.0 1.5 3.1 2.5
Nominal compensation per employee 3.1 4.1 3.9 3.5 4.2 3.8 3.7 3.3 3.5 3.9 3.7 4.6 4.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.1 2.9 2.2 0.5 1.7 1.4 2.0 1.0 0.5 1.8 2.2 1.5 1.9
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
1.1 2.6 2.0 0.8 1.8 2.0 2.4 2.1 1.4 1.8 1.7 1.3 2.1
Nominal unit labour costs 1.3 3.4 2.1 0.5 4.4 3.3 2.2 0.4 1.9 1.7 3.7 3.5 2.9
Real unit labour costs -0.7 2.2 0.5 -2.4 1.9 1.0 0.6 -1.9 -1.1 -0.4 2.2 0.4 0.4
Germany 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 1.8 2.0 2.0 3.2 1.2 0.0 -0.2 1.1 0.8 2.9 2.5 1.8 1.5
Occupied population -0.1 1.2 1.4 1.9 0.4 -0.6 -0.9 0.4 -0.1 0.6 1.7 1.1 0.3
Labour productivity 3.2 1.9 1.5 2.3 1.4 1.1 1.5 1.5 1.3 2.7 1.0 0.8 1.2
Annual average hours worked -0.6 -0.4 -0.8 -1.3 -1.0 -0.9 -0.4 0.2 -0.5 -0.2 -0.0 0.1 0.1
Productivity per hour worked 2.5 1.2 1.4 2.6 1.8 1.5 1.2 0.5 1.3 2.4 0.8 0.7 1.2
Harmonised CPI 1.5 0.6 0.6 1.4 1.9 1.4 1.0 1.8 1.9 1.8 2.3 2.9 1.8
Price deﬂator GDP 0.3 0.6 0.4 -0.7 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.1 0.7 0.6 1.8 1.9 1.4
Nominal compensation per employee 2.3 2.1 2.0 3.0 2.3 1.9 2.5 1.4 0.5 1.6 1.2 2.1 2.6
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.0 1.6 1.6 3.7 1.1 0.5 1.3 0.3 -0.2 1.0 -0.6 0.2 1.2
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
0.9 1.6 1.7 2.0 0.5 0.7 1.0 -0.2 -1.0 0.2 -0.5 -0.0 1.1
Nominal unit labour costs -0.9 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.9 1.0 -0.0 -0.8 -1.0 0.3 1.2 1.3
Real unit labour costs -1.2 -0.3 0.2 1.4 -0.3 -0.5 -0.2 -1.1 -1.5 -1.6 -1.5 -0.7 -0.1210
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Estonia 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 10.8 5.4 -0.1 9.6 7.7 8.0 7.2 8.3 10.2 11.2 7.1 2.7 4.3
Occupied population 0.0 -1.9 -4.4 -1.5 0.8 1.3 1.5 -0.0 2.0 5.4 0.8 -1.0 0.1
Labour productivity 10.8 7.7 4.8 12.8 6.8 6.3 6.4 8.2 8.3 5.3 6.6 3.7 4.3
Annual average hours worked :::: -0.4 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.7 -0.5 -0.1 -0.1 0.0
Productivity per hour worked :::: 7 . 2 6 . 4 5 . 6 7 . 7 7 . 2 6 . 0 6 . 4 3 . 8 4.2
Harmonised CPI 9.3 8.8 3.1 3.9 5.6 3.6 1.4 3.0 4.1 4.4 6.7 9.5 5.1
Price deﬂator GDP 11.2 6.5 6.6 4.4 5.3 3.8 4.5 1.8 6.2 6.2 9.7 9.4 4.8
Nominal compensation per employee 20.1 13.9 8.6 15.7 9.5 9.1 12.2 11.2 11.0 14.0 26.5 13.6 8.2
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 8.1 7.0 1.9 10.8 4.0 5.1 7.3 9.2 4.6 7.4 15.3 3.8 3.2
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
8.2 5.1 4.2 12.2 3.1 6.0 11.0 9.3 8.1 9.8 19.5 4.4 3.5
Nominal unit labour costs 8.5 5.8 3.6 2.6 2.5 2.6 5.4 2.8 2.6 8.3 18.6 9.5 3.7
Real unit labour costs -2.5 -0.7 -2.8 -1.7 -2.6 -1.2 0.9 0.9 -3.4 2.0 8.1 0.1 -1.1
Ireland 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 11.3 8.0 10.4 9.4 6.1 6.6 4.5 4.4 6.0 5.7 5.3 2.3 3.2
Occupied population 5.6 8.6 6.2 4.6 3.0 1.8 2.0 3.1 4.7 4.3 3.6 0.7 1.6
Labour productivity 5.5 -0.5 3.9 4.5 3.0 4.7 2.4 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.6
Annual average hours worked -2.4 -3.9 -0.6 -0.4 -0.4 -1.0 -0.9 -0.2 -0.1 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3
Productivity per hour worked 8.0 3.6 4.6 4.9 3.4 5.8 3.3 1.4 1.3 1.7 1.9 1.9 1.9
Harmonised CPI 1.3 2.1 2.5 5.3 4.0 4.7 4.0 2.3 2.2 2.7 2.9 3.3 2.4
Price deﬂator GDP 3.9 7.0 4.4 5.5 5.4 4.5 2.5 2.1 2.6 2.3 0.9 1.7 1.4
Nominal compensation per employee 5.0 4.7 4.5 8.0 7.5 5.5 6.4 6.4 5.0 4.5 5.8 4.9 3.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.0 -2.1 0.1 2.4 2.0 1.0 3.8 4.2 2.4 2.1 4.8 3.1 2.0
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
0.5 -1.4 -1.1 3.4 3.3 0.4 2.4 4.8 3.6 2.4 1.9 2.3 1.0
Nominal unit labour costs -0.5 5.3 0.6 3.4 4.4 0.8 3.9 5.1 3.7 3.1 4.2 3.3 1.9
Real unit labour costs -4.3 -1.6 -3.6 -2.0 -1.0 -3.6 1.4 3.0 1.1 0.8 3.2 1.5 0.4
Greece 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 3.6 3.4 3.4 4.5 4.5 3.9 5.0 4.6 3.8 4.2 4.0 3.4 3.3
Occupied population : : : : 0.2 2.0 1.9 0.9 1.5 2.5 1.2 1.1 1.1
Labour productivity :::: 4 . 2 1 . 9 3 . 1 3 . 7 2 . 3 1 . 7 2 . 7 2 . 2 2.2
Annual average hours worked 0.1 -1.1 0.3 0.6 -0.0 -0.5 -0.4 -1.1 0.3 3.0 1.1 -0.5 -0.5
Productivity per hour worked 4.2 0.4 3.1 4.0 4.3 2.4 3.5 4.8 2.0 -1.3 1.6 2.7 2.7
Harmonised CPI 5.4 4.5 2.1 2.9 3.7 3.9 3.4 3.0 3.5 3.3 3.0 3.7 3.6
Price deﬂator GDP 6.8 5.2 3.0 5.7 2.7 3.7 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.4 2.9 3.5 3.6
Nominal compensation per employee 13.7 5.3 6.5 6.0 6.9 8.0 5.6 5.6 6.1 6.3 7.2 7.4 6.8
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 6.5 0.1 3.4 0.3 4.0 4.2 2.0 2.1 2.8 2.8 4.2 3.8 3.1
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
7.7 0.8 4.1 -1.5 4.0 5.4 2.8 3.1 2.7 2.7 4.0 3.5 3.1
Nominal unit labour costs 9.1 6.1 3.0 1.3 2.5 6.0 2.4 1.8 3.7 4.6 4.3 5.1 4.5
Real unit labour costs 2.2 0.8 0.0 -4.2 -0.2 2.2 -1.0 -1.6 0.5 1.1 1.4 1.5 0.9
Spain 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 3.9 4.5 4.7 5.0 3.6 2.7 3.1 3.3 3.6 3.9 3.8 2.2 1.8
Occupied population 3.6 4.5 4.6 5.1 3.2 2.4 3.1 3.5 4.1 3.7 3.1 1.5 1.1
Labour productivity 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.1
Annual average hours worked -0.0 0.2 0.0 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.9 -0.9 -1.3 -0.7 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4
Productivity per hour worked 0.3 -0.2 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.8 1.1 1.1 1.1
Harmonised CPI 1.9 1.8 2.2 3.5 2.8 3.6 3.1 3.1 3.4 3.6 2.8 3.8 2.6
Price deﬂator GDP 2.4 2.5 2.6 3.5 4.2 4.3 4.1 4.0 4.2 4.0 3.1 2.6 2.0
Nominal compensation per employee 2.3 2.0 2.0 2.9 3.6 3.3 3.6 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.6 4.3 3.3
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) -0.1 -0.5 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -1.0 -0.5 -1.0 -1.3 -0.9 0.5 1.7 1.2
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
-0.5 0.1 -0.2 -0.8 0.1 0.5 0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -0.4 0.8 0.5 0.7
Nominal unit labour costs 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.8 3.2 2.9 2.9 2.4 2.5 2.3 2.7 3.4 2.2
Real unit labour costs -0.4 -0.6 -0.7 -0.6 -1.0 -1.4 -1.2 -1.5 -1.7 -1.6 -0.4 0.8 0.1211
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France 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 2.2 3.5 3.3 3.9 1.9 1.0 1.1 2.5 1.9 2.2 2.2 1.6 1.4
Occupied population 0.4 1.5 2.0 2.7 1.8 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.6 1.0 1.3 0.6 0.3
Labour productivity 2.0 2.2 1.3 1.0 -0.2 0.2 1.0 2.3 1.3 1.4 0.8 0.9 1.0
Annual average hours worked -0.4 -0.7 -0.4 -2.4 -0.8 -2.7 -0.4 1.8 -0.7 -0.9 -0.1 0.0 0.0
Productivity per hour worked 2.2 2.7 1.7 3.7 0.9 3.1 1.3 0.6 2.0 2.1 1.0 0.9 1.0
Harmonised CPI 1.3 0.7 0.6 1.8 1.8 1.9 2.2 2.3 1.9 1.9 1.6 3.0 2.0
Price deﬂator GDP 1.0 0.9 0.0 1.4 2.0 2.4 1.9 1.6 2.0 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.0
Nominal compensation per employee 2.0 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.0 3.1 2.8 3.4 3.1 3.4 2.9 3.0 2.9
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.0 1.2 2.2 0.8 0.0 0.7 0.9 1.8 1.0 0.8 0.4 0.7 0.9
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
1.1 1.9 2.8 -0.1 0.3 2.1 0.9 1.5 1.3 1.2 0.8 0.3 1.0
Nominal unit labour costs 0.0 -0.1 0.9 1.1 2.3 2.9 1.7 1.1 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.1 1.8
Real unit labour costs -1.0 -1.0 0.9 -0.3 0.3 0.5 -0.1 -0.5 -0.3 -0.5 -0.4 -0.2 -0.1
Italy 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 1.9 1.4 1.5 3.7 1.8 0.5 -0.0 1.5 0.6 1.8 1.5 0.5 0.8
Occupied population 0.3 1.0 1.1 1.9 2.0 1.7 1.5 0.4 0.6 2.0 1.1 0.4 0.4
Labour productivity 1.4 0.5 0.9 1.8 0.0 -0.8 -0.6 1.2 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.2
Annual average hours worked -0.5 0.9 -0.2 -0.8 -1.0 -0.7 -0.3 0.0 -0.4 -0.3 0.5 -0.2 -0.2
Productivity per hour worked 2.1 -0.5 0.6 2.5 0.8 -0.6 -1.2 1.1 0.4 0.1 -0.2 0.4 0.5
Harmonised CPI 1.9 2.0 1.7 2.6 2.3 2.6 2.8 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.0 3.0 2.2
Price deﬂator GDP 2.6 2.6 1.8 1.9 3.0 3.3 3.1 2.6 2.1 1.7 2.3 2.8 2.1
Nominal compensation per employee 4.2 -1.6 2.6 2.3 3.2 2.7 3.7 3.3 3.2 2.5 1.9 3.8 2.2
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.6 -4.1 0.8 0.4 0.2 -0.5 0.6 0.6 1.1 0.7 -0.3 1.0 0.1
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
1.9 -3.4 0.8 -1.0 0.5 -0.1 0.9 0.7 0.9 -0.2 -0.2 0.8 0.0
Nominal unit labour costs 2.7 -2.1 1.7 0.5 3.1 3.6 4.4 2.1 2.8 2.3 1.5 3.7 2.0
Real unit labour costs 0.1 -4.6 -0.1 -1.4 0.2 0.3 1.2 -0.5 0.7 0.6 -0.8 0.8 -0.1
Cyprus 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 2.3 5.0 4.8 5.0 4.0 2.1 1.9 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.4 3.7 3.7
Occupied population 0.6 1.6 1.8 1.7 2.2 2.1 3.8 3.8 3.6 1.7 3.2 1.5 1.5
Labour productivity 1.7 3.4 3.0 3.3 1.8 0.0 -1.8 0.4 0.3 2.3 1.1 2.2 2.3
Annual average hours worked 0.5 0.3 -3.6 5.3 1.3 -1.4 -0.4 -2.0 -1.6 0.8 -1.3 0.3 0.3
Productivity per hour worked 1.2 3.1 6.8 -1.9 0.5 1.4 -1.4 2.4 2.0 1.4 2.4 1.8 1.9
Harmonised CPI 3.3 2.3 1.1 4.9 2.0 2.8 4.0 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.2 3.8 2.5
Price deﬂator GDP 2.4 2.9 2.3 3.8 3.4 1.2 5.1 3.3 2.3 2.8 3.1 3.7 2.7
Nominal compensation per employee 5.5 3.1 4.5 6.0 3.8 4.8 7.7 1.9 1.8 2.7 3.5 3.5 3.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.9 0.1 2.1 2.1 0.4 3.6 2.4 -1.3 -0.6 -0.0 0.4 -0.2 0.8
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
3.4 1.5 2.3 2.2 1.4 2.3 3.5 0.1 -0.7 0.3 0.7 -0.4 0.9
Nominal unit labour costs 3.7 -0.3 1.5 2.6 2.0 4.8 9.7 1.5 1.4 0.5 2.4 1.3 1.2
Real unit labour costs 1.2 -3.2 -0.8 -1.2 -1.4 3.6 4.3 -1.7 -0.9 -2.2 -0.7 -2.3 -1.4
Latvia 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 8.4 4.7 3.3 6.9 8.0 6.5 7.2 8.7 10.6 12.2 10.3 3.8 2.5
Occupied population 4.4 -0.3 -1.8 -2.9 2.2 1.6 1.7 1.1 1.7 4.7 3.5 -0.4 -1.2
Labour productivity 3.8 5.0 5.2 10.1 5.7 4.8 5.4 7.5 8.7 7.2 6.6 4.3 3.8
Annual average hours worked : : -0.5 0.7 -0.4 -0.4 1.0 -2.7 -0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Productivity per hour worked : : 5.7 9.4 6.2 5.2 4.4 10.5 9.0 7.0 6.4 4.0 3.6
Harmonised CPI 8.1 4.3 2.1 2.6 2.5 2.0 2.9 6.2 6.9 6.6 10.1 15.8 8.5
Price deﬂator GDP 7.1 4.4 4.0 4.2 1.7 3.6 3.6 7.0 10.2 9.9 13.3 15.1 7.6
Nominal compensation per employee 13.0 6.2 7.5 6.9 3.4 4.0 11.3 14.3 25.3 23.6 33.2 21.0 12.0
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 5.5 1.7 3.4 2.6 1.7 0.4 7.5 6.9 13.7 12.5 17.6 5.2 4.1
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
4.0 1.5 5.4 3.5 1.1 1.8 8.0 6.8 15.2 16.6 22.0 5.2 3.7
Nominal unit labour costs 8.8 1.1 2.2 -3.0 -2.2 -0.8 5.6 6.4 15.2 15.3 24.9 16.1 7.9
Real unit labour costs 1.6 -3.1 -1.7 -6.9 -3.9 -4.2 2.0 -0.6 4.6 4.9 10.3 0.9 0.3212
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Lithuania 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 8.5 7.5 -1.5 4.1 6.6 6.9 10.3 7.3 7.9 7.7 8.8 6.1 3.7
Occupied population 0.6 -0.8 -2.2 -4.0 -3.8 3.6 2.2 -0.0 2.5 1.7 1.9 0.1 -0.1
Labour productivity 7.8 8.4 0.8 8.4 10.9 3.2 7.9 7.3 5.3 5.9 6.7 6.0 3.7
Annual average hours worked 0.1 3.0 -3.0 6.6 -0.8 -1.6 -0.9 1.3 3.4 -0.8 1.1 0.5 0.5
Productivity per hour worked 7.8 5.2 3.9 1.6 11.8 4.8 8.9 6.0 1.9 6.7 5.6 5.5 3.2
Harmonised CPI 10.3 5.4 1.5 1.1 1.6 0.3 -1.1 1.2 2.7 3.8 5.8 10.1 7.2
Price deﬂator GDP 12.6 4.0 -0.9 0.5 -0.3 0.1 -0.9 2.7 5.7 6.6 8.6 9.7 7.3
Nominal compensation per employee 22.9 15.5 2.6 -0.7 7.1 5.0 8.9 10.9 11.5 15.1 14.1 15.0 9.6
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 9.2 11.1 3.5 -1.2 7.3 4.9 9.9 8.0 5.5 8.0 5.1 4.8 2.2
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
12.5 9.2 3.2 1.0 4.6 5.1 9.9 11.2 9.7 11.8 7.3 4.4 2.3
Nominal unit labour costs 14.0 6.6 1.8 -8.4 -3.4 1.7 0.9 3.3 5.9 8.8 7.0 8.4 5.6
Real unit labour costs 1.2 2.5 2.7 -8.9 -3.2 1.7 1.9 0.7 0.2 2.0 -1.5 -1.2 -1.5
Luxembourg 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 5.9 6.5 8.4 8.4 2.5 4.1 2.1 4.9 5.0 6.1 4.5 3.6 3.5
Occupied population 3.1 4.5 5.0 5.6 5.5 3.2 1.8 2.2 2.9 3.7 4.2 4.0 3.3
Labour productivity 2.8 1.9 3.3 2.7 -2.9 0.8 0.3 2.6 2.1 2.3 0.2 -0.4 0.2
Annual average hours worked -0.8 -0.4 -0.2 -0.4 -1.0 -0.7 -1.2 -1.8 -0.9 2.2 0.8 -0.4 -0.2
Productivity per hour worked 3.6 2.3 3.4 3.2 -1.9 1.6 1.5 4.5 3.1 0.2 -0.5 0.0 0.4
Harmonised CPI 1.4 1.0 1.0 3.8 2.4 2.1 2.5 3.2 3.8 3.0 2.7 4.2 2.5
Price deﬂator GDP -1.9 -0.4 5.3 2.0 0.1 2.1 5.0 1.7 4.2 6.2 2.2 0.7 0.8
Nominal compensation per employee 2.6 0.9 4.0 5.3 3.5 3.1 2.2 3.9 3.8 4.5 3.5 3.2 3.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 4.6 1.3 -1.3 3.3 3.4 0.9 -2.7 2.2 -0.4 -1.6 1.2 2.5 2.6
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
1.2 -0.8 1.5 1.3 1.5 2.5 0.1 1.3 0.9 1.6 1.0 -0.2 1.1
Nominal unit labour costs -0.1 -1.0 0.7 2.5 6.5 2.2 1.9 1.3 1.7 2.2 3.2 3.6 3.3
Real unit labour costs 1.8 -0.6 -4.4 0.5 6.4 0.1 -3.0 -0.4 -2.4 -3.8 1.0 2.9 2.5
Hungary 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 4.6 4.9 4.2 5.2 4.1 4.4 4.2 4.8 4.1 3.9 1.3 1.9 3.2
Occupied population 0.2 1.8 3.4 1.3 0.3 0.0 1.3 -0.7 -0.0 0.7 -0.1 -1.1 0.6
Labour productivity 4.5 3.1 1.2 3.7 3.6 4.4 3.3 5.4 3.7 3.0 1.5 3.1 2.6
Annual average hours worked 1.2 -0.3 0.7 -0.3 -2.0 0.4 -1.4 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 0.1 0.0
Productivity per hour worked 3.1 3.4 0.0 4.2 6.0 4.0 4.3 5.6 4.2 3.5 1.6 3.0 2.6
Harmonised CPI 18.5 14.2 10.0 10.0 9.1 5.2 4.7 6.8 3.5 4.0 7.9 6.3 3.7
Price deﬂator GDP 18.5 12.6 8.4 9.9 8.5 7.8 5.8 4.4 2.2 3.9 5.2 4.5 3.7
Nominal compensation per employee 21.0 13.9 5.2 15.3 15.0 13.3 9.9 11.2 7.1 4.5 8.4 6.9 6.7
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.1 1.1 -3.0 5.0 6.0 5.1 3.8 6.6 4.8 0.6 3.0 2.3 3.0
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
2.5 0.2 -4.6 5.7 6.3 9.1 5.6 6.3 3.2 1.1 1.8 0.6 3.0
Nominal unit labour costs 15.8 10.4 3.9 11.3 11.0 8.5 6.3 5.5 3.3 1.4 6.8 3.7 4.0
Real unit labour costs -2.2 -2.0 -4.2 1.2 2.4 0.7 0.5 1.1 1.0 -2.3 1.5 -0.7 0.3
Malta 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 4.9 3.4 4.1 6.4 -1.6 2.6 -0.3 0.2 3.4 3.4 3.8 2.6 2.5
Occupied population :::: 1 . 8 0 . 6 1 . 0 -0.6 1.3 1.2 2.7 1.3 1.3
Labour productivity :::: -3.3 2.0 -1.3 0.8 2.0 2.2 1.1 1.3 1.2
Annual average hours worked :::: -3.3 0.7 -0.8 1.7 -2.7 -0.3 -1.7 0.0 0.0
Productivity per hour worked :::: -0.0 1.3 -0.5 -0.9 4.9 2.5 2.9 1.3 1.2
Harmonised CPI 3.9 3.7 2.3 3.0 2.5 2.6 1.9 2.7 2.5 2.6 0.7 3.4 2.2
Price deﬂator GDP 1.1 2.0 1.2 2.8 3.3 3.2 3.0 1.7 3.0 2.9 2.3 2.1 2.2
Nominal compensation per employee 4.1 5.0 5.3 2.6 5.4 3.1 4.6 1.3 2.0 3.3 1.5 3.0 3.2
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 3.0 2.9 4.0 -0.2 2.1 -0.1 1.6 -0.4 -1.0 0.4 -0.7 0.8 0.9
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
-0.4 2.0 4.0 4.3 2.8 1.3 3.7 -1.0 -0.6 0.8 0.5 -0.5 0.8
Nominal unit labour costs -0.9 2.1 0.7 -1.3 9.0 1.0 6.0 0.5 -0.1 1.0 0.5 1.7 1.9
Real unit labour costs -1.9 0.1 -0.5 -4.0 5.6 -2.1 3.0 -1.2 -3.0 -1.8 -1.8 -0.5 -0.3213
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Netherlands 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 4.3 3.9 4.7 3.9 1.9 0.1 0.3 2.2 1.5 3.0 3.5 2.6 1.8
Occupied population 3.1 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.1 0.5 -0.5 -0.9 0.2 1.8 2.4 1.3 0.7
Labour productivity 1.2 1.0 2.3 2.0 0.3 0.3 1.4 3.3 1.8 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.0
Annual average hours worked -0.6 -0.8 -0.2 -0.1 -0.8 -1.1 -0.5 -0.1 -0.5 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Productivity per hour worked 1.8 2.1 2.3 1.8 0.7 0.7 1.4 3.3 1.8 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.0
Harmonised CPI 1.9 1.8 2.0 2.3 5.1 3.9 2.2 1.4 1.5 1.7 1.6 2.7 2.9
Price deﬂator GDP 2.6 1.9 1.8 4.1 5.1 3.8 2.2 0.7 2.1 1.9 1.2 2.6 2.9
Nominal compensation per employee 2.5 3.8 4.0 5.0 5.4 5.2 4.2 3.5 1.6 2.4 2.7 3.6 3.9
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) -0.1 1.9 2.2 0.9 0.3 1.3 2.0 2.8 -0.5 0.4 1.5 1.0 1.0
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
0.2 1.7 2.0 1.2 0.9 2.1 1.8 2.5 -0.5 0.0 1.0 0.9 1.1
Nominal unit labour costs 1.3 2.8 1.7 2.9 5.0 4.8 2.7 0.2 -0.2 1.1 1.6 2.3 2.8
Real unit labour costs -1.3 0.9 -0.1 -1.1 -0.1 1.0 0.5 -0.5 -2.2 -0.8 0.4 -0.3 -0.0
Austria 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 1.8 3.6 3.3 3.4 0.8 0.9 1.2 2.3 2.0 3.3 3.4 2.2 1.8
Occupied population 0.6 0.9 1.5 1.1 0.6 0.0 0.2 0.6 1.3 1.0 1.9 0.9 0.5
Labour productivity 1.4 2.2 2.1 2.3 0.3 1.1 1.0 2.0 1.2 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.3
Annual average hours worked 0.6 0.0 -1.4 -0.5 -0.1 -0.0 0.3 0.3 -0.4 0.3 -0.2 0.1 0.1
Productivity per hour worked 0.7 2.6 3.2 2.7 0.4 0.9 0.7 1.4 1.0 2.0 1.6 1.2 1.2
Harmonised CPI 1.2 0.8 0.5 2.0 2.3 1.7 1.3 2.0 2.1 1.7 2.2 3.0 1.9
Price deﬂator GDP -0.0 0.3 0.6 1.8 1.8 1.4 1.2 2.1 1.8 1.8 2.3 2.8 1.8
Nominal compensation per employee 1.1 2.7 2.2 2.1 1.4 2.1 1.8 1.6 2.6 2.4 2.6 3.2 2.8
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.2 2.3 1.5 0.3 -0.4 0.7 0.6 -0.4 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.4 1.0
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
-0.3 2.3 1.4 -0.5 -0.5 0.9 0.2 -0.2 0.9 0.9 0.6 0.2 0.7
Nominal unit labour costs -0.2 0.4 0.1 -0.2 1.0 1.0 0.8 -0.3 1.4 0.7 1.2 1.9 1.4
Real unit labour costs -0.2 0.1 -0.5 -1.9 -0.7 -0.4 -0.4 -2.4 -0.4 -1.0 -1.1 -0.9 -0.3
Poland 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 7.1 5.0 4.5 4.3 1.2 1.4 3.9 5.3 3.6 6.2 6.5 5.3 5.0
Occupied population :::::::::::::
Labour productivity :::::::::::::
Annual average hours worked :::: -0.7 0.3 0.3 -0.1 0.6 -0.5 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1
Productivity per hour worked :::: 4 . 2 4 . 3 4 . 9 4 . 0 0 . 7 3 . 4 2 . 0 2 . 7 3.7
Harmonised CPI 15.0 11.8 7.2 10.1 5.3 1.9 0.7 3.6 2.2 1.3 2.6 4.3 3.4
Price deﬂator GDP 13.9 11.1 6.0 7.3 3.5 2.2 0.4 4.1 2.6 1.5 3.0 4.9 3.1
Nominal compensation per employee 20.6 14.0 13.7 10.8 10.2 2.2 1.7 1.8 1.6 1.9 8.1 8.0 7.0
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 5.8 2.7 7.3 3.3 6.4 -0.0 1.3 -2.2 -1.1 0.4 5.0 2.9 3.7
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
5.2 3.1 7.2 0.8 6.1 -1.0 1.3 -1.2 -0.6 0.7 5.5 3.7 3.8
Nominal unit labour costs 14.2 9.9 4.5 4.6 6.4 -2.3 -3.2 -2.1 0.3 -1.0 6.1 5.2 3.3
Real unit labour costs 0.2 -1.1 -1.4 -2.4 2.9 -4.4 -3.6 -6.0 -2.3 -2.4 3.0 0.2 0.1
Portugal 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 4.2 4.9 3.8 3.9 2.0 0.8 -0.8 1.5 0.9 1.3 1.9 1.7 1.6
Occupied population 1.6 2.7 1.4 2.3 1.8 0.5 -0.4 0.1 -0.0 0.7 0.2 0.7 0.5
Labour productivity 2.6 2.1 2.4 1.6 0.2 0.3 -0.4 1.4 0.9 0.6 1.7 1.0 1.0
Annual average hours worked -0.9 -0.6 0.7 -2.7 0.2 -0.0 -1.6 1.0 -0.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Productivity per hour worked 3.5 2.7 1.7 4.5 -0.0 0.3 1.2 0.4 1.5 0.3 1.4 0.7 0.7
Harmonised CPI 1.9 2.2 2.2 2.8 4.4 3.7 3.3 2.5 2.1 3.0 2.4 2.8 2.3
Price deﬂator GDP 3.8 3.8 3.3 3.0 3.7 3.9 3.2 2.4 2.5 2.7 3.0 2.1 2.4
Nominal compensation per employee 6.0 5.3 4.9 6.6 5.4 4.0 2.8 2.6 2.9 2.4 2.1 2.6 2.7
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.1 1.5 1.6 3.5 1.7 0.1 -0.4 0.2 0.4 -0.4 -0.8 0.5 0.2
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
3.0 2.9 2.6 3.1 2.0 1.0 -0.2 0.1 0.2 -0.9 -0.6 -0.2 0.4
Nominal unit labour costs 3.3 3.1 2.4 4.9 5.2 3.7 3.2 1.2 2.0 1.8 0.4 1.7 1.6
Real unit labour costs -0.5 -0.6 -0.8 1.8 1.5 -0.2 0.1 -1.2 -0.6 -1.0 -2.5 -0.4 -0.8214
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Romania 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP -6.1 -4.8 -1.2 2.1 5.7 5.1 5.2 8.5 4.2 7.9 6.0 6.2 5.1
Occupied population -3.8 -2.3 -4.5 2.5 -0.8 -2.7 -0.0 -1.7 -1.5 2.8 1.3 0.9 0.8
Labour productivity -2.3 -2.5 3.5 -0.3 6.6 8.1 5.3 10.3 5.8 4.9 4.7 5.2 4.2
Annual average hours worked : ::::: -1.6 0.5 0.4 : : : :
Productivity per hour worked :::::: 7 . 0 9.8 5.4 : : : :
Harmonised CPI 154.8 59.1 45.8 45.7 34.5 22.5 15.3 11.9 9.1 6.6 4.9 7.6 4.8
Price deﬂator GDP 147.2 55.3 47.7 44.2 37.4 23.4 24.0 15.0 12.2 10.8 10.8 9.4 8.6
Nominal compensation per employee 107.2 89.3 41.2 74.9 44.8 25.9 28.3 13.9 22.1 17.8 20.2 18.1 16.4
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) -16.2 21.9 -4.4 21.3 5.4 2.0 3.5 -0.9 8.8 6.3 8.5 8.0 7.1
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
-19.4 26.8 -3.5 25.1 6.7 3.7 11.4 0.0 13.8 12.0 14.8 10.4 11.3
Nominal unit labour costs 112.1 94.3 36.5 75.5 35.8 16.5 21.9 3.3 15.4 12.3 14.8 12.3 11.6
Real unit labour costs -14.2 25.1 -7.6 21.7 -1.1 -5.6 -1.7 -10.2 2.8 1.3 3.6 2.7 2.8
Slovenia 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 4.9 3.6 5.3 4.1 3.1 3.7 2.8 4.4 4.1 5.7 6.1 4.2 3.8
Occupied population -1.9 -0.2 1.4 1.3 0.5 1.5 -0.4 0.3 0.2 1.2 2.7 0.9 0.5
Labour productivity 6.9 3.8 3.9 2.8 2.6 2.1 3.2 4.1 4.0 4.5 3.3 3.3 3.2
Annual average hours worked -1.1 -0.3 0.7 0.1 0.3 -1.2 0.4 -2.1 0.2 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.2
Productivity per hour worked 8.1 4.1 3.2 2.7 2.3 3.3 2.8 6.3 3.7 3.5 3.3 3.0 3.0
Harmonised CPI 8.3 7.9 6.1 8.9 8.6 7.5 5.7 3.7 2.5 2.5 3.8 5.4 3.3
Price deﬂator GDP 8.5 6.9 6.5 5.6 8.6 7.6 5.6 3.3 1.7 2.0 3.9 4.0 3.3
Nominal compensation per employee 12.5 8.7 8.7 10.2 11.8 8.8 7.9 7.8 5.3 5.5 6.2 7.8 6.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 3.8 1.7 2.1 4.4 3.0 1.1 2.1 4.3 3.6 3.4 2.3 3.6 3.1
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
3.7 1.7 2.2 2.4 4.0 1.1 2.5 4.7 2.8 2.9 1.6 2.2 3.2
Nominal unit labour costs 5.3 4.8 4.6 7.2 9.0 6.6 4.5 3.5 1.3 0.9 2.8 4.4 3.2
Real unit labour costs -3.0 -2.0 -1.8 1.5 0.3 -1.0 -1.1 0.2 -0.3 -1.0 -1.0 0.3 -0.1
Slovakia 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 4.2 4.4 0.0 1.4 3.4 4.8 4.8 5.2 6.6 8.5 10.4 7.0 6.2
Occupied population -1.0 -0.5 -2.5 -2.0 0.6 0.1 1.1 -0.2 1.4 2.3 2.1 1.5 0.9
Labour productivity 5.3 4.9 2.6 3.4 2.8 4.7 3.6 5.5 5.1 6.1 8.1 5.5 5.2
Annual average hours worked -0.2 -1.7 0.1 0.2 -1.2 -3.1 -3.4 2.9 2.1 -0.6 1.6 1.1 0.6
Productivity per hour worked 5.5 6.8 2.6 3.2 4.1 8.0 7.3 2.4 3.0 6.8 6.4 4.3 4.6
Harmonised CPI 6.0 6.7 10.4 12.2 7.2 3.5 8.4 7.5 2.8 4.3 1.9 3.8 3.2
Price deﬂator GDP 6.4 5.0 7.4 9.4 5.0 3.9 5.3 5.9 2.4 2.9 1.1 2.4 2.4
Nominal compensation per employee 16.2 9.8 6.9 13.3 5.8 8.7 8.2 8.4 9.7 7.9 8.3 8.4 8.6
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 9.2 4.6 -0.5 3.6 0.8 4.6 2.7 2.4 7.1 4.8 7.1 5.9 6.1
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
7.8 4.0 -2.8 4.7 0.2 5.7 1.5 1.0 6.9 2.9 5.5 4.1 5.1
Nominal unit labour costs 10.3 4.7 4.1 9.6 3.0 3.8 4.4 2.8 4.3 1.7 0.2 2.8 3.3
Real unit labour costs 3.7 -0.3 -3.0 0.2 -2.0 -0.0 -0.9 -2.9 1.9 -1.2 -0.9 0.4 0.8
Finland 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 6.1 5.2 3.9 5.0 2.6 1.6 1.8 3.7 2.8 4.9 4.4 2.8 2.6
Occupied population 3.3 2.0 2.5 2.2 1.5 1.0 0.1 0.4 1.4 1.8 2.2 1.2 0.6
Labour productivity 2.7 3.1 1.4 2.7 1.1 0.7 1.7 3.3 1.4 3.0 2.1 1.6 1.9
Annual average hours worked -0.2 -0.5 0.2 -0.8 -0.9 -0.3 -0.5 0.2 -0.3 -0.2 -0.9 -0.2 -0.2
Productivity per hour worked 2.9 3.7 1.1 3.6 2.1 1.0 2.1 3.1 1.8 3.3 3.1 1.8 2.1
Harmonised CPI 1.2 1.3 1.3 2.9 2.7 2.0 1.3 0.1 0.8 1.3 1.6 3.4 2.3
Price deﬂator GDP 2.2 3.4 0.9 2.6 3.0 1.3 -0.4 0.6 0.4 1.3 2.5 3.1 2.4
Nominal compensation per employee 1.6 4.5 2.2 3.7 4.7 1.8 2.8 3.6 3.8 2.9 3.3 5.5 4.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) -0.6 1.0 1.3 1.1 1.6 0.5 3.2 2.9 3.3 1.6 0.8 2.3 2.1
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
-0.3 2.3 0.7 -0.6 2.0 -0.4 3.2 2.6 3.1 1.3 1.7 2.3 2.4
Nominal unit labour costs -1.1 1.3 0.8 1.0 3.5 1.1 1.1 0.2 2.3 -0.2 1.1 3.9 2.5
Real unit labour costs -3.2 -2.1 -0.1 -1.6 0.5 -0.1 1.5 -0.4 1.9 -1.4 -1.3 0.7 0.1215
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Sweden 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 2.5 3.8 4.6 4.4 1.1 2.4 1.9 4.1 3.3 4.1 2.7 2.2 1.8
Occupied population -1.3 1.7 2.1 2.5 2.1 0.0 -0.6 -0.7 0.3 1.7 2.2 0.8 0.2
Labour productivity 3.8 2.1 2.4 1.9 -1.0 2.4 2.5 4.9 3.0 2.3 0.5 1.5 1.6
Annual average hours worked 0.3 -0.1 0.5 -1.4 -1.5 -1.4 -0.8 1.5 -0.0 -0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.1
Productivity per hour worked 3.5 2.2 1.9 3.3 0.4 3.9 3.4 3.3 3.1 2.6 -0.4 1.6 1.7
Harmonised CPI 1.8 1.0 0.5 1.3 2.7 1.9 2.3 1.0 0.8 1.5 1.7 2.4 1.9
Price deﬂator GDP 1.5 0.6 0.9 1.5 2.3 1.6 1.9 0.2 0.9 1.8 3.1 1.1 1.8
Nominal compensation per employee 4.8 2.4 1.4 7.2 4.2 2.9 3.2 4.0 3.1 2.2 4.8 4.6 3.7
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 3.2 1.8 0.4 5.7 1.9 1.3 1.2 3.7 2.2 0.3 1.6 3.4 1.8
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
3.3 1.9 -0.0 6.2 2.0 1.2 1.4 3.1 1.9 1.2 3.5 1.9 1.5
Nominal unit labour costs 1.0 0.3 -1.1 5.2 5.3 0.6 0.6 -0.8 0.1 -0.2 4.3 3.0 2.1
Real unit labour costs -0.6 -0.3 -2.0 3.7 2.9 -1.0 -1.3 -1.1 -0.8 -2.0 1.2 1.9 0.2
United Kingdom 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 3.1 3.4 3.0 3.8 2.4 2.1 2.8 3.3 1.8 2.9 3.0 1.7 1.6
Occupied population 1.8 1.0 1.4 1.2 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.1 -0.0
Labour productivity 1.3 2.3 1.7 2.6 1.5 1.3 1.8 2.2 0.8 2.0 2.3 1.7 1.6
Annual average hours worked -0.1 -0.4 -0.7 -0.7 0.2 -1.1 -1.1 -0.3 0.2 -0.3 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6
Productivity per hour worked 1.4 2.7 2.3 3.3 1.4 2.4 2.9 2.5 0.7 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.2
Harmonised CPI 1.8 1.6 1.3 0.8 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.3 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.8 2.2
Price deﬂator GDP 2.9 2.7 2.2 1.3 2.2 3.1 3.1 2.6 2.3 2.7 3.1 2.0 2.2
Nominal compensation per employee 3.9 6.3 4.5 5.7 5.1 3.2 4.9 4.3 4.3 5.0 3.9 4.3 4.4
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.0 3.6 2.2 4.3 2.8 0.1 1.7 1.7 2.0 2.3 0.8 2.3 2.2
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
1.4 3.7 2.8 4.5 2.8 1.7 2.9 2.5 1.8 2.6 1.3 1.5 2.2
Nominal unit labour costs 2.6 3.9 2.8 3.0 3.5 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.5 2.9 1.5 2.6 2.8
Real unit labour costs -0.3 1.2 0.6 1.7 1.3 -1.1 -0.1 -0.5 1.1 0.2 -1.5 0.6 0.6
Croatia 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 6.8 2.5 -0.9 2.9 4.4 5.6 5.3 4.3 4.3 4.8 5.6 4.5 5.0
Occupied population 3.2 -3.0 -3.3 4.0 -5.4 4.2 0.6 1.7 0.8 0.8 2.0 1.0 1.5
Labour productivity 3.5 5.7 2.5 -1.1 10.4 1.4 4.7 2.5 3.5 3.9 3.5 3.5 3.4
Annual average hours worked :::::::::::::
Productivity per hour worked :::::::::::::
Harmonised CPI : : 4.0 4.6 3.8 1.7 1.8 2.0 3.3 3.2 2.9 5.9 3.0
Price deﬂator GDP 7.4 8.4 3.8 4.7 4.0 3.6 3.9 3.9 3.2 3.4 3.9 5.1 2.6
Nominal compensation per employee : 15.5 10.7 0.1 9.2 6.5 11.5 3.2 4.1 6.3 6.3 7.5 6.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) : 6.5 6.7 -4.5 5.0 2.8 7.3 -0.7 0.9 2.9 2.3 2.3 3.8
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
: 9.0 6.9 -5.1 4.2 4.2 9.5 1.1 0.7 3.3 3.2 1.9 3.4
Nominal unit labour costs : 9.3 8.0 1.1 -1.1 5.1 6.5 0.6 0.6 2.3 2.7 3.9 3.0
Real unit labour costs : 0.8 4.0 -3.4 -4.9 1.4 2.5 -3.2 -2.5 -1.0 -1.1 -1.2 0.4
Macedonia FYR 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 1.4 3.4 4.3 4.5 -4.5 0.9 2.8 4.1 4.1 4.0 5.1 4.8 5.5
Occupied population : 3.4 -0.6 0.3 -1.7 -0.6 -1.9 -2.2 2.1 3.2 3.5 3.3 3.8
Labour productivity : -0.0 5.0 4.2 -2.9 1.4 4.8 6.4 2.0 0.8 1.6 1.5 1.6
Annual average hours worked :::::::::::::
Productivity per hour worked :::::::::::::
Harmonised CPI : : -1.3 6.6 5.2 2.3 1.1 -0.4 0.5 3.2 2.3 6.0 2.7
Price deﬂator GDP 3.9 1.4 2.7 8.2 3.6 3.4 0.3 1.3 3.8 4.3 2.7 6.4 2.9
Nominal compensation per employee : 3.1 6.6 2.6 -1.0 2.6 6.4 -0.7 0.1 9.9 3.0 7.6 3.3
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) : 1.7 3.7 -5.1 -4.4 -0.8 6.2 -2.0 -3.6 5.3 0.3 1.1 0.5
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
: 2.3 6.9 -5.5 -5.9 0.5 2.8 -1.6 -0.7 6.8 1.0 2.1 0.9
Nominal unit labour costs : 3.1 1.5 -1.5 2.0 1.2 1.5 -6.7 -1.9 9.1 1.5 6.0 1.7
Real unit labour costs : 1.7 -1.2 -9.0 -1.6 -2.2 1.2 -7.9 -5.5 4.6 -1.2 -0.4 -1.1216
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Turkey 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Real GDP 7.5 3.1 -3.4 6.8 -5.7 6.2 5.3 9.4 8.4 6.9 4.5 4.3 4.7
Occupied population -2.5 2.8 2.1 : : : -1.0 3.0 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.4
Labour productivity 10.3 0.3 -5.4 : : : 6.3 6.1 6.9 5.5 3.3 3.0 3.3
Annual average hours worked :::::::::::::
Productivity per hour worked :::::::::::::
Harmonised CPI 85.6 82.1 61.4 53.2 56.8 47.0 25.3 10.1 8.1 9.3 8.8 7.8 6.0
Price deﬂator GDP 81.5 75.7 54.2 49.2 52.9 37.4 23.3 12.4 7.1 9.3 8.1 6.5 5.9
Nominal compensation per employee 103.0 76.2 84.4 44.9 43.6 37.9 27.9 16.5 11.6 12.7 12.3 9.8 7.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 11.8 0.3 19.6 -2.9 -6.1 0.3 3.7 3.6 4.2 3.1 3.8 3.0 1.5
Real compensation per employee (private consump-
tion deﬂator)
11.7 -4.1 20.2 -6.4 -4.1 -0.5 3.7 5.1 3.1 2.6 3.8 1.8 1.3
Nominal unit labour costs 84.2 75.7 94.9 32.9 51.8 28.8 20.3 9.8 4.4 6.8 8.7 6.6 4.1
Real unit labour costs 1.4 -0.0 26.4 -11.0 -0.7 -6.3 -2.4 -2.3 -2.5 -2.3 0.6 0.1 -1.7
Source: AMECO database of the Directorate-General for Economic and Financial Affairs and European Commission 2008 Spring Forecasts.
Note: In the case of Greece (1997–2000), Malta (1997–2000), Poland (1997–2006) and Turkey (2000–2002) employment growth data from AMECO and Annual Averages of Labour 
Force Data differed significantly due to methodological and/ or data source differences. For this reason no employment growth and productivity growth data is shown for these 
countries/ periods. 217
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Key employment indicators 2. 
Introduction to key employment indicators tables
The figures in the following ‘key employment indicators’ tables refer to data available up to end of April 2008. 
The source for the indicator values are Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey (annual averages), except for the following indica-
tors which are from Eurostat, National Accounts:
3.  Total employment levels (except for EL, PL, SK, SI (2004, 2005) and RO)
10.  Share of self-employed in total employment
13.  Share of total employment in Services
14.  Share of total employment in Industry
15.  Share of total employment in Agriculture
Notes for particular Member States/tables
(a)   Missing quarters are estimated by Eurostat before the transition to a continuous quarterly survey takes place in each 
country.
(b) General comments and breaks in series on EU LFS indicators
Indicators 20-23  Harmonised unemployment series, based on EU LFS estimated monthly results 
Break in series    SE 2005, IT and AT 2004, PT 1998, RO 2002, UK 2000
    ES 2005 due to the questionnaire revision, the impact has been estimated at +0.4 percentage point on 
employment rate (16-64 years old), +0.2 p.p. on activity rate (16-64 years old) and -0.4 p.p. on unem-
ployment rate
 DE  1999-2004  national estimates, 2005 break in series
 TR  2000-2005  national LFS
(c) Comments on specific indicators
Indicator 1  Estimate: EU and PL until 2005, LT 1998-2001, MT 2000-2001
Indicators 3-4, 10  AT and UK figures in unit of 1000 jobs
 Estimate: IE 1990-1994, EL 1997-1999 (based on the unit of 1000 jobs), PL until 2007
 Forecast: BE, LU and NL 2007, PT and RO 2006-2007, HR 2005-2006, TR 2000-2006
Indicator 9  EU LFS spring results
 Estimate: BE 1999-2000
 Forecast: BE, LU and NL 2007, PT and RO 2006-2007, HR 2005-2006
Indicators 13-15  Estimate: PL until 2006
Indicator 20  Provisional: SE 2005, Estimate: EU 2005218
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Key employment indicators: EU-27
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 474389 477697 478879 479988 481550 483568 485371 487230
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 319355 320701 321886 322826 323752 325687 327078 328295
3. Total employment (000) 200788 203807 206019 209426 211470 212244 213074 214443 216465 219913 223448
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 192222 194513 197212 198720 200588 200666 202023 203754 206923 210815 214664
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 60.7 61.2 61.8 62.2 62.5 62.3 62.6 62.9 63.5 64.5 65.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.1 36.7 37.1 37.4 37.5 36.7 36.1 36.1 36.0 36.4 37.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.5 74.9 75.6 76.0 76.2 76.0 76.2 76.6 77.2 78.2 79.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 36.2 36.2 36.5 36.9 37.7 38.5 40.0 40.7 42.4 43.5 44.7
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 58.2 58.1 58.1 57.9 58.2 59.0 59.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.6 17.2 16.9 16.7 16.6 16.5 16.7 16.4 16.3 16.2 16.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 15.9 15.9 15.9 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.5 17.2 17.8 18.1 18.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.4 11.5 11.8 12.3 12.4 12.4 12.7 13.3 14.0 14.4 14.5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 64.3 64.7 65.5 66.0 66.5 67.0 67.5 68.1 68.5 68.8 68.9
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.6 27.5 27.0 26.7 26.4 26.0 25.6 25.3 25.1 24.9 24.8
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.1 7.9 7.5 7.3 7.1 6.9 6.9 6.5 6.4 6.3 6.2
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 68.6 68.6 68.6 68.9 69.3 69.8 70.3 70.5
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 45.9 45.6 45.0 44.3 44.3 44.2 44.1 44.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 82.6 82.5 82.6 82.9 83.4 83.8 84.2 84.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 39.7 40.3 41.1 42.7 43.6 45.3 46.4 47.3
20. Total unemployment (000) : : : 19537 19194 20194 20496 20875 20725 19189 16897
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 8.6 8.5 8.9 8.9 9.0 8.9 8.1 7.1
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 17.3 17.3 17.9 18.0 18.4 18.3 17.0 15.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.2 4.1 3.7 3.0
24.   Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 8.4 8.1 8.3 8.2 8.2 8.2 7.6 6.8
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 230650 232448 233143 233796 234575 235704 236717 237669
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 158868 159637 160275 160834 161342 162338 163120 163706
3. Total employment (000) 116042 116970 117421 118688 119374 119361 119479 119741 120518 122136 123796
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 110448 111481 112379 112541 113128 112728 113108 113549 114964 116830 118661
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 70.0 70.3 70.7 70.8 70.9 70.3 70.3 70.4 70.8 71.6 72.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 40.0 40.3 40.7 40.7 40.7 39.6 39.0 39.0 38.8 39.4 40.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 85.0 85.2 85.5 85.6 85.5 84.8 84.8 84.8 85.2 86.0 86.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 47.1 47.0 46.9 47.1 47.7 48.4 49.9 50.4 51.6 52.7 53.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 69.7 69.1 68.8 68.5 68.8 69.4 70.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 19.8 19.6 19.2 19.1 19.1 19.2 19.6 19.4 19.3 19.3 19.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.6 6.6 6.7 7.0 7.4 7.7 7.7
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 10.8 11.1 11.3 11.7 11.7 11.6 12.1 12.8 13.6 13.9 13.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 54.9 55.1 55.9 56.4 56.8 57.2 57.5 58.0 58.2 58.4 58.4
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.6 36.5 36.1 35.7 35.6 35.2 34.8 34.7 34.5 34.5 34.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.5 8.4 8.0 7.8 7.6 7.6 7.7 7.4 7.3 7.2 7.0
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 77.1 77.0 76.8 76.9 77.0 77.3 77.6 77.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 49.4 49.2 48.5 47.9 47.7 47.6 47.4 47.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 91.9 91.6 91.4 91.5 91.5 91.7 92.0 91.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 50.7 51.1 51.7 53.3 54.0 55.3 56.2 57.1
20. Total unemployment (000) : : : 9753 9719 10390 10571 10757 10658 9790 8550
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 7.8 7.7 8.2 8.4 8.4 8.3 7.6 6.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 16.6 16.8 17.8 18.0 18.3 18.2 16.8 15.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.5 2.8
24.   Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 8.7 8.5 8.9 8.9 8.8 8.8 8.0 7.2219
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 243736 245247 245735 246190 246973 247863 248655 249561
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 160487 161064 161611 161992 162411 163348 163959 164589
3. Total employment (000) 84746 86837 88599 90738 92096 92882 93595 94702 95946 97778 99652
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 81780 83037 84837 86180 87460 87937 88915 90205 91959 93985 96003
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 51.4 52.0 53.0 53.7 54.3 54.4 54.9 55.5 56.3 57.3 58.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 32.3 33.0 33.6 34.1 34.2 33.8 33.2 33.1 33.0 33.4 34.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 64.0 64.6 65.7 66.3 66.9 67.1 67.7 68.5 69.2 70.3 71.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 26.1 26.1 26.7 27.4 28.2 29.1 30.7 31.6 33.6 34.9 36.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 47.2 47.3 47.7 47.6 47.9 49.0 49.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 14.5 14.1 13.7 13.5 13.3 12.9 12.9 12.6 12.5 12.4 12.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 29.2 28.7 28.5 28.9 28.6 28.5 29.0 30.0 30.9 31.2 31.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.1 12.2 12.5 13.0 13.3 13.2 13.5 13.9 14.5 15.0 15.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 77.1 77.6 78.0 78.3 78.7 79.4 80.0 80.7 81.2 81.6 81.8
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 15.5 15.3 15.2 15.1 14.9 14.5 14.1 13.8 13.4 13.1 13.0
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 7.4 7.1 6.9 6.6 6.4 6.1 5.9 5.6 5.4 5.3 5.2
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 60.1 60.2 60.5 61.0 61.7 62.4 63.0 63.3
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 42.3 41.9 41.4 40.7 40.8 40.6 40.6 40.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 73.3 73.4 73.7 74.4 75.4 75.9 76.5 76.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 29.5 30.1 31.1 32.8 33.8 35.9 37.2 38.1
20. Total unemployment (000) : : : 9785 9475 9805 9926 10118 10068 9400 8347
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 9.8 9.4 9.6 9.7 9.8 9.6 8.9 7.8
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 18.2 17.8 18.0 18.0 18.6 18.3 17.3 15.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 4.6 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.0 3.3
24.   Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 8.2 7.7 7.7 7.5 7.6 7.6 7.2 6.4
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicator 1: estimate until 2005 ; Indicator 20: 2005 estimate.220
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: EU-25
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : 443940 445219 447487 448693 450481 452126 454212 456090 458006
2. Population aged 15-64 296106 297250 298248 298633 300049 301203 302585 303483 305383 306805 308050
3. Total employment (000) 188155 191034 193202 196475 198578 199448 200187 201629 203702 207010 210360
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 179443 181892 184747 186362 188387 189124 190636 192242 195325 198906 202613
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 60.6 61.2 61.9 62.4 62.8 62.8 63.0 63.3 64.0 64.8 65.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.5 37.1 37.7 38.1 38.1 37.5 37.0 36.8 36.9 37.4 38.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.3 74.8 75.6 76.0 76.3 76.3 76.5 76.9 77.4 78.4 79.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 35.7 35.8 36.2 36.6 37.5 38.7 40.3 41.0 42.6 43.7 44.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 58.2 58.2 58.2 57.9 58.2 59.0 60.0
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 16.4 16.1 15.7 15.5 15.4 15.3 15.4 15.5 15.3 15.2 15.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 16.0 15.9 16.1 16.2 16.3 16.6 17.0 17.7 18.4 18.8 18.8
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.7 11.8 12.2 12.6 12.9 12.9 13.2 13.8 14.6 15.0 15.1
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 66.2 66.5 67.3 67.9 68.3 68.9 69.4 69.9 70.2 70.5 70.7
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.5 27.3 26.8 26.5 26.2 25.8 25.4 25.1 24.8 24.6 24.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.3 6.1 5.8 5.6 5.5 5.3 5.2 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.8
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.7 68.0 68.5 68.7 68.7 69.0 69.4 69.8 70.3 70.7 70.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 45.7 46.0 46.5 46.5 46.2 45.7 45.3 45.1 45.2 45.1 45.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 81.7 82.0 82.4 82.6 82.5 82.8 83.2 83.7 84.1 84.5 84.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 39.1 39.0 39.3 39.5 40.1 41.4 43.1 44.0 45.6 46.6 47.5
20. Total unemployment (000) : 19264 18925 18155 17780 18702 19355 19676 19686 18155 16016
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 9.3 9.1 8.6 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.0 8.9 8.2 7.2
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 18.4 17.8 17.0 16.9 17.4 17.8 18.2 18.1 16.9 15.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 4.4 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.0 3.7 3.0
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.2 8.9 8.7 8.4 8.0 8.2 8.3 8.2 8.4 7.7 6.9
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : 216195 216517 217768 218467 219455 220273 221430 222480 223451
2. Population aged 15-64 147511 148252 148788 148673 149448 150056 150821 151296 152257 153048 153627
3. Total employment (000) 109130 109979 110611 111835 112582 112500 112494 112833 113580 115157 116684
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 103535 104663 105668 105917 106619 106493 106925 107324 108635 110369 112098
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 70.2 70.6 71.0 71.2 71.3 71.0 70.9 70.9 71.4 72.1 73.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 40.3 40.7 41.3 41.4 41.4 40.5 39.8 39.7 39.7 40.3 41.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 85.1 85.4 85.7 86.0 85.9 85.4 85.2 85.2 85.6 86.4 87.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 46.6 46.6 46.7 46.9 47.7 48.8 50.3 50.8 51.9 52.8 54.1
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 70.0 69.6 69.2 68.9 69.2 69.8 70.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 19.0 18.7 18.4 18.3 18.2 18.3 18.5 18.6 18.4 18.4 18.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.9 6.0 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.5 6.6 7.0 7.4 7.7 7.7
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.1 11.3 11.6 12.0 12.1 12.1 12.5 13.2 14.1 14.5 14.5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 56.2 56.5 57.3 57.8 58.2 58.6 59.0 59.4 59.6 59.7 59.7
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.6 36.5 36.0 35.8 35.6 35.3 35.0 34.8 34.6 34.5 34.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 7.2 7.0 6.7 6.4 6.2 6.1 6.0 5.9 5.8 5.8 5.7
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 77.4 77.4 77.6 77.4 77.3 77.3 77.5 77.5 77.9 78.0 78.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 49.7 49.8 50.2 49.9 49.8 49.2 48.8 48.4 48.6 48.4 48.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 92.2 92.2 92.2 92.1 91.8 91.8 91.9 91.9 92.2 92.3 92.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 51.0 50.8 50.7 50.6 51.1 52.2 53.8 54.5 55.6 56.4 57.3
20. Total unemployment (000) : 9570 9389 8968 8919 9538 9917 10045 10055 9181 8031
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 8.3 8.0 7.6 7.6 8.0 8.3 8.3 8.3 7.5 6.5
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 17.4 16.9 16.1 16.3 17.2 17.8 17.9 18.0 16.6 14.9
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 3.8 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.4 2.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.4 9.1 8.9 8.5 8.4 8.7 8.9 8.7 8.9 8.1 7.2221
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : 227740 228700 229718 230224 231024 231852 232781 233610 234555
2. Population aged 15-64 148597 148998 149460 149960 150602 151147 151764 152187 153126 153757 154423
3. Total employment (000) 79025 81055 82591 84640 85996 86948 87693 88796 90122 91853 93676
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 75912 77233 79082 80445 81769 82631 83712 84918 86689 88537 90515
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 51.1 51.8 52.9 53.6 54.3 54.7 55.2 55.8 56.6 57.6 58.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 32.6 33.4 34.2 34.7 34.8 34.5 34.0 33.9 33.9 34.4 35.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 63.4 64.2 65.4 66.1 66.8 67.1 67.8 68.6 69.3 70.4 71.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 25.5 25.5 26.3 26.9 27.8 29.2 30.8 31.7 33.8 35.0 36.1
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 46.7 47.1 47.5 47.3 47.7 48.7 49.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 12.8 12.5 12.1 11.9 11.7 11.5 11.5 11.5 11.4 11.3 11.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 29.8 29.3 29.6 29.5 29.6 29.7 30.2 31.4 32.3 32.6 32.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.4 12.5 12.9 13.4 13.7 13.8 14.0 14.5 15.1 15.6 15.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 79.9 80.2 80.6 80.9 81.3 81.9 82.5 83.0 83.4 83.8 84.0
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 15.0 14.9 14.7 14.5 14.3 13.8 13.4 13.1 12.7 12.4 12.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.1 4.9 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.1 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.7
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 58.1 58.7 59.5 60.0 60.2 60.7 61.3 62.1 62.8 63.4 63.7
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 41.7 42.1 42.8 43.0 42.5 42.2 41.7 41.6 41.8 41.7 41.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 71.0 71.7 72.6 73.1 73.2 73.8 74.6 75.6 76.1 76.7 77.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 28.0 28.0 28.6 29.1 29.7 31.2 32.9 34.0 36.1 37.4 38.3
20. Total unemployment (000) : 9694 9535 9188 8861 9164 9438 9631 9632 8974 7985
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 10.8 10.4 9.8 9.4 9.6 9.8 9.9 9.7 9.0 7.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 19.5 18.9 18.1 17.5 17.7 17.9 18.5 18.3 17.2 15.4
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 5.2 4.9 4.6 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 3.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.1 8.7 8.6 8.3 7.7 7.7 7.6 7.8 7.8 7.3 6.6
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicator 1: estimate until 2005 ; Indicator 20: 2005 estimate.222
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: EU-15
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 367997 368337 369708 370902 373067 374831 377068 378805 380944 382884 384932
2. Population aged 15-64 246691 247585 248341 248387 249436 250392 251864 252529 254279 255498 256722
3. Total employment (000) 157608 160358 163290 166870 169250 170421 171254 172506 174102 176657 179458
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 149723 152118 155322 157530 159763 160760 162307 163696 166242 169016 171822
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 60.7 61.4 62.5 63.4 64.0 64.2 64.4 64.8 65.4 66.2 66.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 37.2 38.2 39.6 40.5 40.9 40.6 40.1 40.0 39.9 40.3 40.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 73.9 74.6 75.7 76.5 77.0 77.1 77.3 77.7 78.1 79.0 79.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 36.4 36.6 37.1 37.8 38.8 40.2 41.7 42.5 44.2 45.3 46.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 58.0 58.6 58.8 58.8 58.6 58.8 59.4 60.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.3 15.1 14.7 14.5 14.4 14.3 14.5 14.5 14.4 14.4 14.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 16.7 17.3 17.6 17.7 17.9 18.1 18.5 19.4 20.3 20.8 20.9
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.4 13.0 13.4 13.7 13.5 13.1 13.2 13.7 14.4 14.8 14.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 68.5 68.8 69.5 70.0 70.4 71.0 71.5 72.1 72.4 72.8 72.9
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 26.8 26.6 26.1 25.7 25.4 25.0 24.5 24.2 23.9 23.6 23.5
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.8 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.9 68.3 68.9 69.2 69.2 69.7 70.1 70.6 71.2 71.7 72.0
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 47.0 47.4 48.2 48.2 47.8 47.8 47.5 47.5 47.8 47.9 47.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 81.3 81.7 82.2 82.4 82.3 82.8 83.3 83.8 84.2 84.7 84.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 40.1 40.1 40.3 40.8 41.5 42.9 44.6 45.5 47.2 48.4 49.3
20. Total unemployment (000) 16774 16003 14918 13575 12878 13661 14450 14827 15116 14468 13265
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.8 9.3 8.5 7.7 7.2 7.6 7.9 8.0 8.1 7.7 7.0
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 19.6 18.1 16.4 14.8 14.1 14.6 15.3 15.9 16.3 15.7 14.7
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.8 4.4 3.9 3.4 3.1 3.1 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.2 2.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.7 9.2 8.5 7.7 6.9 7.2 7.5 7.5 7.9 7.6 7.1
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 179352 179733 180510 180781 182005 182988 184205 185061 186225 187303 188370
2. Population aged 15-64 123214 123821 124227 123917 124526 125034 125818 126144 126992 127681 128277
3. Total employment (000) 91917 93059 94241 95661 96609 96684 96744 96914 97300 98448 99686
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 87043 88222 89549 90156 91021 91034 91493 91720 92654 93930 95169
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 70.6 71.2 72.1 72.8 73.1 72.8 72.7 72.7 73.0 73.6 74.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 40.7 41.7 43.1 43.9 44.3 43.6 42.9 42.9 42.7 43.1 43.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 85.3 85.8 86.5 87.2 87.3 86.8 86.6 86.5 86.7 87.3 87.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 47.2 47.3 47.5 48.0 48.9 50.1 51.6 52.2 53.3 54.1 55.3
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 71.1 71.5 71.2 70.8 70.4 70.5 70.9 71.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 18.0 17.8 17.5 17.3 17.2 17.3 17.5 17.6 17.6 17.5 17.5
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.7 6.0 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.6 6.7 7.2 7.7 8.1 8.3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.7 12.3 12.6 12.8 12.5 12.2 12.3 12.9 13.7 14.1 14.0
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 58.5 58.8 59.3 59.8 60.2 60.6 61.0 61.5 61.7 61.9 62.0
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.1 35.9 35.5 35.2 35.0 34.6 34.2 33.9 33.7 33.6 33.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.5 5.3 5.1 5.0 4.9 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.4 4.3
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 78.0 78.1 78.3 78.3 78.3 78.4 78.6 78.6 79.0 79.2 79.3
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 50.5 51.0 51.7 51.6 51.4 51.2 50.9 50.8 51.1 51.1 51.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 92.6 92.6 92.7 92.7 92.4 92.4 92.5 92.4 92.6 92.8 92.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 51.8 51.7 51.5 51.6 52.2 53.4 55.1 55.9 56.9 57.7 58.5
20. Total unemployment (000) 8498 7974 7383 6656 6401 6914 7371 7541 7732 7309 6639
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.8 8.2 7.5 6.7 6.4 6.9 7.3 7.4 7.5 7.1 6.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 18.5 17.0 15.3 13.7 13.4 14.3 15.2 15.6 16.1 15.5 14.5
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.1 3.7 3.3 2.9 2.7 2.7 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.0 2.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.8 9.3 8.6 7.7 7.1 7.6 8.0 7.9 8.4 8.0 7.4223
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 188644 188602 189197 190121 191062 191843 192863 193744 194719 195581 196562
2. Population aged 15-64 123479 123764 124113 124469 124910 125358 126046 126385 127287 127818 128445
3. Total employment (000) 65692 67299 69049 71209 72641 73737 74511 75592 76801 78209 79773
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 62682 63898 65774 67375 68742 69726 70813 71976 73588 75086 76652
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 50.8 51.6 53.0 54.1 55.0 55.6 56.2 56.9 57.8 58.7 59.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 33.7 34.7 36.0 36.9 37.4 37.5 37.1 37.1 37.0 37.4 38.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 62.3 63.2 64.7 65.8 66.7 67.3 67.9 68.9 69.6 70.6 71.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 26.1 26.3 27.1 28.0 29.1 30.7 32.2 33.2 35.5 36.9 38.1
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 45.4 46.2 46.8 47.2 47.2 47.5 48.5 49.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 11.6 11.3 10.9 10.7 10.6 10.4 10.5 10.5 10.5 10.4 10.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 32.2 33.0 33.2 33.2 33.3 33.3 33.8 35.1 36.1 36.7 36.7
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 13.4 13.8 14.3 14.7 14.6 14.3 14.3 14.6 15.1 15.6 15.7
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 82.0 82.4 83.0 83.4 83.8 84.3 84.8 85.3 85.7 86.1 86.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 14.2 14.0 13.6 13.4 13.1 12.7 12.3 11.9 11.6 11.3 11.2
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.8 3.7 3.4 3.2 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 57.9 58.6 59.5 60.0 60.2 61.0 61.7 62.7 63.5 64.3 64.8
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 43.4 43.8 44.6 44.7 44.2 44.3 44.1 44.2 44.5 44.6 44.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 70.0 70.7 71.6 72.1 72.3 73.1 74.0 75.2 75.8 76.5 77.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 28.9 29.0 29.6 30.3 31.1 32.8 34.4 35.5 37.9 39.4 40.5
20. Total unemployment (000) 8275 8029 7535 6919 6476 6748 7079 7286 7383 7159 6626
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 11.2 10.7 9.9 8.9 8.3 8.5 8.7 8.9 8.9 8.5 7.7
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 20.9 19.4 17.7 16.0 14.9 14.9 15.4 16.2 16.4 15.8 14.9
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.6 5.2 4.6 4.1 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.8 3.7 3.5 3.1
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.7 9.1 8.5 7.8 6.8 6.8 6.9 7.2 7.5 7.3 6.8
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicator 20: 2005 estimate.224
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Belgium
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 10153 10175 10214 10239 10263 10310 10356 10396 10477 10546 10614
2. Population aged 15-64 6700 6702 6710 6719 6728 6758 6791 6818 6876 6941 7008
3. Total employment (000) 3900 3960 4012 4092 4150 4145 4146 4174 4225 4278 4337
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3807 3850 3980 4068 4033 4047 4047 4114 4199 4233 4348
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 56.8 57.4 59.3 60.5 59.9 59.9 59.6 60.3 61.1 61.0 62.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 26.3 26.8 28.2 29.1 29.7 29.4 27.4 27.8 27.5 27.6 27.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.1 74.3 76.2 77.4 76.6 76.5 76.5 77.3 78.3 78.4 79.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 22.1 22.9 24.6 26.3 25.1 26.6 28.1 30.0 31.8 32.0 34.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 57.4 55.8 55.4 54.7 55.8 56.3 55.8 57.7
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 18.2 17.7 17.4 17.0 16.6 16.5 16.4 16.3 16.3 16.3 16.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 15.2 16.5 18.4 18.9 18.5 19.1 20.5 21.4 22.0 22.2 22.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.6 8.2 9.9 9.1 8.8 8.1 8.4 8.7 8.9 8.7 8.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 73.7 74.2 74.7 75.0 75.2 76.0 76.6 77.1 77.5 77.7 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 23.6 23.3 22.8 22.7 22.5 21.9 21.4 20.9 20.5 20.3 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.7 63.5 64.9 65.1 64.2 64.8 64.9 65.9 66.7 66.5 67.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 33.2 33.8 35.7 35.3 35.7 35.7 35.0 35.3 35.0 34.7 33.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 80.8 81.2 82.3 82.4 81.2 81.9 82.3 83.4 84.6 84.5 85.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 23.2 24.1 25.9 27.1 25.9 27.7 28.9 31.2 33.3 33.6 35.9
20. Total unemployment (000) 390 400 371 302 286 331 362 379 390 383 353
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.2 9.3 8.5 6.9 6.6 7.5 8.2 8.4 8.4 8.2 7.5
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 22.0 22.1 21.1 16.7 16.8 17.7 21.8 21.2 21.5 20.5 18.8
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.4 5.6 4.8 3.7 3.2 3.7 3.7 4.1 4.4 4.2 3.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
7.0 7.0 7.5 6.2 6.1 6.3 7.6 7.5 7.5 7.1 6.4
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 4966 4977 4994 5006 5018 5042 5067 5086 5127 5162 5197
2. Population aged 15-64 3374 3375 3380 3384 3388 3403 3420 3443 3459 3491 3524
3. Total employment (000) 2319 2332 2325 2367 2401 2382 2360 2374 2381 2400 2420
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2263 2265 2302 2351 2331 2323 2300 2337 2361 2371 2421
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.1 67.1 68.1 69.5 68.8 68.3 67.3 67.9 68.3 67.9 68.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 30.2 30.4 31.2 32.8 33.2 32.2 29.9 30.1 29.7 30.4 29.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 86.0 85.6 86.3 87.3 86.5 86.1 85.0 85.8 86.1 85.9 87.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 31.7 32.1 33.8 36.4 35.1 36.0 37.8 39.1 41.7 40.9 42.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 70.7 68.6 67.6 66.7 67.6 67.4 66.9 68.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 19.8 19.3 18.8 18.8 18.6 18.5 18.3 18.7 18.7 19.0 19.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 3.5 3.9 5.1 5.5 5.2 5.6 6.4 6.8 7.6 7.4 7.5
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 4.7 6.0 7.3 6.7 6.3 5.8 6.2 6.4 6.8 6.9 6.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 64.4 64.5 64.6 65.1 65.5 66.4 67.1 67.5 68.1 67.8 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 32.5 32.4 32.4 31.9 31.7 30.9 30.3 30.0 29.4 29.7 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.5 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 72.5 72.8 73.4 73.7 73.2 73.2 72.9 73.4 73.9 73.4 73.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 36.2 37.0 38.4 38.7 39.6 38.9 38.4 37.7 37.6 37.4 36.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 92.1 91.8 92.0 91.8 91.0 91.3 90.9 91.8 92.2 91.9 92.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 33.3 33.9 35.3 37.5 36.3 37.5 38.9 40.4 43.4 42.7 44.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 179 189 178 141 147 167 192 191 196 191 174
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.3 7.7 7.1 5.6 5.9 6.7 7.6 7.5 7.6 7.4 6.7
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 18.5 20.2 19.4 14.5 16.0 17.2 22.2 20.2 21.0 18.8 17.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.2 4.5 4.0 3.0 2.9 3.2 3.3 3.7 3.8 3.7 3.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
6.0 6.6 7.2 5.9 6.4 6.7 8.5 7.6 7.9 7.0 6.2225
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 5187 5198 5220 5233 5245 5267 5289 5310 5350 5384 5417
2. Population aged 15-64 3326 3327 3331 3336 3341 3355 3371 3375 3417 3450 3484
3. Total employment (000) 1581 1629 1688 1725 1749 1762 1786 1800 1844 1879 1918
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1545 1585 1678 1717 1702 1724 1746 1777 1838 1862 1927
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 46.5 47.6 50.4 51.5 51.0 51.4 51.8 52.6 53.8 54.0 55.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 22.2 23.0 25.1 25.4 26.0 26.5 24.7 25.4 25.2 24.7 25.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 61.8 62.8 65.8 67.2 66.5 66.8 67.8 68.5 70.4 70.7 72.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 12.9 14.0 15.7 16.6 15.5 17.5 18.7 21.1 22.1 23.2 26.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 44.2 43.0 43.2 42.9 44.4 45.6 45.2 46.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.7 15.4 15.5 14.5 13.9 13.8 13.8 13.1 13.1 12.7 12.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 32.4 34.5 36.9 37.4 36.9 37.4 39.1 40.5 40.5 41.1 40.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.2 11.2 13.2 12.3 12.0 11.2 11.1 11.7 11.4 10.9 10.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 86.9 87.5 88.2 88.5 88.4 88.7 88.8 89.4 89.3 90.0 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 11.2 10.7 10.0 10.1 10.1 9.8 9.8 9.2 9.3 8.7 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.3 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 52.9 54.0 56.3 56.4 55.1 56.3 56.9 58.2 59.5 59.5 60.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 30.3 30.5 32.8 31.8 31.7 32.4 31.4 32.8 32.3 31.9 31.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 69.2 70.3 72.4 72.7 71.2 72.4 73.6 74.8 76.8 77.0 78.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 13.5 14.8 16.8 17.1 15.9 18.2 19.2 22.1 23.4 24.6 27.5
20. Total unemployment (000) 211 211 192 161 138 164 170 188 194 192 179
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 11.9 11.6 10.3 8.5 7.5 8.6 8.9 9.5 9.5 9.3 8.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 26.4 24.5 23.0 19.5 17.8 18.3 21.3 22.4 22.1 22.6 20.9
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 7.1 7.1 5.9 4.6 3.5 4.3 4.2 4.7 5.0 4.9 4.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
8.1 7.5 7.8 6.5 5.7 5.9 6.7 7.3 7.1 7.2 6.6
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicators 3 and 10: 2007 forecast; Indicator 9: 1999-2000 estimate.226
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Bulgaria
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 6835 7884 7877 7821 7786 7747 7706 7673
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 5491 5375 5357 5308 5306 5283 5238 5198
3. Total employment (000) 3157 3153 3088 3239 3215 3222 3317 3403 3495 3612 3714
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 2768 2672 2709 2785 2877 2947 3072 3209
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 50.4 49.7 50.6 52.5 54.2 55.8 58.6 61.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 19.7 19.8 19.4 20.7 21.5 21.6 23.2 24.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 68.5 67.2 67.6 69.2 71.2 73.0 75.7 79.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 20.8 24.0 27.0 30.0 32.5 34.7 39.6 42.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 50.3 50.6 52.5 54.5 55.7 58.6 61.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 28.2 29.3 29.2 28.7 28.5 27.8 27.2 26.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) :::: 3 . 2 2 . 5 2 . 3 2 . 4 2 . 1 2 . 0 1 . 7
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) :::: 6 . 3 5 . 3 6 . 5 7 . 4 6 . 4 6 . 2 5 . 2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 48.1 48.7 48.7 50.3 51.1 51.6 51.6 52.0
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 27.6 27.2 27.4 26.6 26.6 27.0 28.0 28.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 24.4 24.1 23.9 23.1 22.3 21.4 20.4 19.7
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 60.7 62.5 61.9 60.9 61.8 62.1 64.5 66.3
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 30.5 33.2 30.9 28.8 28.9 27.9 28.9 28.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 80.6 81.9 80.7 79.1 79.9 80.2 82.3 84.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 24.0 29.2 31.8 33.9 36.2 38.0 43.0 45.7
20. Total unemployment (000) 417 362 402 561 663 609 449 400 334 306 240
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 16.4 19.5 18.1 13.7 12.0 10.1 9.0 6.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 33.7 38.8 37.0 28.2 25.8 22.3 19.5 15.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 9.4 12.1 12.0 8.9 7.2 6.0 5.0 4.0
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 10.8 13.4 11.5 8.1 7.5 6.2 5.6 4.4
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 3270 3818 3820 3792 3775 3754 3731 3714
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 2684 2647 2643 2616 2623 2614 2590 2578
3. Total employment (000) : : : 1724 1683 1693 1756 1805 1866 1920 1977
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 1469 1394 1418 1466 1520 1569 1626 1701
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 54.7 52.7 53.7 56.0 57.9 60.0 62.8 66.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 21.8 20.1 20.5 21.7 23.2 23.9 25.4 27.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 70.8 68.4 69.0 71.4 73.5 75.7 78.6 82.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 33.2 34.2 37.0 40.5 42.2 45.5 49.5 51.8
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 53.5 53.9 56.3 58.3 59.8 63.0 65.3
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 33.9 35.2 34.9 34.7 34.4 32.9 32.8 32.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) :::: 2 . 9 2 . 1 1 . 9 2 . 1 1 . 7 1 . 5 1 . 3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) :::: 6 . 6 5 . 9 7 . 0 7 . 7 6 . 7 6 . 3 5 . 0
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 40.7 41.9 42.2 43.8 44.6 44.7 43.9 44.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 30.4 29.0 29.0 28.8 29.0 30.0 31.8 32.1
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 28.8 29.0 28.8 27.5 26.4 25.3 24.3 23.6
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 66.2 67.0 66.4 65.4 66.4 67.0 68.8 70.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 34.9 35.6 34.2 31.5 31.8 31.1 31.3 31.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 83.3 84.2 83.0 81.8 82.9 83.3 85.1 87.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 38.4 41.7 43.7 45.6 47.2 49.9 53.6 55.3
20. Total unemployment (000) 220 190 213 303 364 337 246 222 183 156 121
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 16.7 20.2 18.9 14.1 12.5 10.3 8.6 6.5
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 36.1 42.0 40.1 31.0 27.0 23.4 18.9 14.5
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 9.6 12.6 12.5 9.2 7.3 6.1 4.8 3.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 13.1 15.4 13.8 9.8 8.6 7.3 5.9 4.6227
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 3566 4066 4057 4030 4010 3993 3975 3958
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 2807 2729 2714 2692 2683 2669 2647 2621
3. Total employment (000) : : : 1515 1532 1529 1561 1598 1629 1692 1737
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 1299 1278 1290 1319 1357 1378 1446 1508
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 46.3 46.8 47.5 49.0 50.6 51.7 54.6 57.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 17.7 19.4 18.4 19.6 19.6 19.4 21.0 21.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 66.3 65.9 66.1 67.1 68.8 70.3 72.8 76.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 10.3 14.7 18.2 21.0 24.2 25.5 31.1 34.5
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 47.2 47.5 48.8 50.8 51.6 54.3 57.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 21.7 22.8 22.9 22.0 21.9 21.9 20.8 20.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) :::: 3 . 6 3 . 0 2 . 6 2 . 7 2 . 5 2 . 5 2 . 1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) :::: 5 . 9 4 . 7 6 . 0 7 . 0 6 . 2 6 . 1 5 . 5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 56.8 56.8 56.4 58.0 58.7 59.7 60.6 61.0
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 24.2 25.0 25.4 24.1 23.8 23.5 23.5 23.9
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 19.0 18.2 18.2 17.9 17.5 16.8 15.9 15.1
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 55.6 58.1 57.5 56.5 57.2 57.3 60.2 62.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 26.3 30.9 27.6 26.1 25.9 24.5 26.4 26.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 78.0 79.6 78.4 76.4 76.8 77.2 79.4 81.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 11.8 18.0 21.5 23.8 26.8 27.8 33.9 37.2
20. Total unemployment (000) 196 172 189 258 299 272 203 178 152 149 120
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 16.2 18.6 17.3 13.2 11.5 9.8 9.3 7.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 30.7 35.3 33.2 24.8 24.3 21.0 20.3 15.9
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 9.2 11.4 11.4 8.6 7.0 6.0 5.2 4.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 8.6 11.5 9.3 6.5 6.3 5.2 5.3 4.1
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).228
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Czech Republic
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 10250 10235 10222 10176 10171 10179 10196 10229 10265 10320
2. Population aged 15-64 : 7070 7089 7116 7121 7149 7182 7231 7270 7307 7347
3. Total employment (000) 5205 5125 4949 4941 4963 4991 4923 4940 4988 5082 5172
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 4759 4653 4625 4631 4677 4647 4639 4710 4769 4856
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 67.3 65.6 65.0 65.0 65.4 64.7 64.2 64.8 65.3 66.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 41.5 38.3 36.4 34.2 32.2 30.0 27.8 27.5 27.7 28.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 83.7 81.9 81.6 82.1 82.5 81.7 81.4 82.0 82.5 83.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 37.1 37.5 36.3 37.1 40.8 42.3 42.7 44.5 45.2 46.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 63.2 63.4 64.7 64.1 63.3 63.9 64.4 65.0
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.1 16.1 17.1 17.4 17.4 18.1 19.1 18.8 18.0 18.3 18.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 5.7 5.6 5.3 4.9 4.9 5.0 4.9 4.9 5.0 5.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 6.7 7.6 8.1 8.0 8.1 9.2 9.1 8.6 8.7 8.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 52.4 53.0 55.0 56.0 56.2 56.9 57.5 57.6 57.9 58.2 58.4
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 41.7 41.4 39.8 39.1 39.2 38.8 38.3 38.4 38.3 38.1 38.0
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.9 5.6 5.2 4.8 4.6 4.3 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.7 3.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 72.0 72.0 71.3 70.8 70.6 70.2 70.0 70.4 70.3 69.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 47.7 46.7 44.4 41.5 38.7 36.8 35.2 34.0 33.5 31.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 88.5 88.6 88.4 88.4 88.2 87.8 87.8 88.3 88.2 87.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 38.6 39.4 38.2 39.0 42.4 44.2 45.1 46.9 47.7 48.2
20. Total unemployment (000) : 328 444 445 409 373 398 426 410 372 277
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 6.4 8.6 8.7 8.0 7.3 7.8 8.3 7.9 7.1 5.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 12.8 17.7 17.8 17.3 16.9 18.6 21.0 19.2 17.5 10.7
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 2.0 3.2 4.2 4.2 3.7 3.8 4.2 4.2 3.9 2.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 6.2 8.4 8.0 7.3 6.5 6.8 7.4 6.5 5.9 3.4
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 4964 4954 4949 4932 4934 4941 4959 4987 5012 5045
2. Population aged 15-64 : 3517 3524 3538 3545 3563 3582 3616 3646 3671 3696
3. Total employment (000) : 2884 2777 2771 2787 2813 2780 2788 2833 2886 2949
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 2671 2607 2589 2595 2632 2619 2615 2671 2704 2764
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 76.0 74.0 73.2 73.2 73.9 73.1 72.3 73.3 73.7 74.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 47.3 42.3 39.3 37.1 35.3 32.3 30.1 31.3 31.5 32.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 91.3 89.5 89.3 89.7 90.2 89.7 89.2 89.8 90.4 91.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 53.2 53.6 51.7 52.6 57.2 57.5 57.2 59.3 59.5 59.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 72.6 72.6 73.9 73.2 72.1 73.3 73.5 74.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : 20.3 21.6 21.8 21.9 22.9 24.1 23.9 22.8 22.8 23.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 2.6 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.2 2.3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 5.7 6.2 7.1 7.2 7.0 7.9 7.8 7.6 7.5 7.3
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 42.6 44.4 45.7 46.3 46.8 47.2 47.4 47.9 48.3 48.2
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 50.8 49.3 48.4 48.0 47.9 47.6 47.7 47.4 47.3 47.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 6.7 6.3 5.9 5.7 5.3 5.1 4.9 4.6 4.4 4.3
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 80.0 79.9 79.1 78.6 78.6 78.0 77.9 78.4 78.3 78.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 53.5 51.4 48.3 45.2 42.3 39.6 38.7 38.9 37.7 36.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 95.1 95.1 94.9 94.9 94.8 94.4 94.6 94.8 94.8 95.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 55.1 56.2 54.5 55.0 59.3 59.9 60.2 62.1 62.7 62.5
20. Total unemployment (000) : 143 207 207 189 168 174 201 187 169 124
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 5.0 7.3 7.3 6.7 5.9 6.2 7.1 6.5 5.8 4.2
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 11.5 17.4 18.5 17.6 16.6 18.3 22.2 19.3 16.6 10.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 1.5 2.4 3.5 3.4 3.0 2.9 3.4 3.4 3.1 2.1
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 6.3 9.1 9.1 8.1 7.0 7.3 8.6 7.5 6.3 3.9229
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 5286 5281 5273 5244 5238 5238 5237 5242 5252 5275
2. Population aged 15-64 : 3554 3565 3578 3576 3586 3601 3615 3624 3636 3651
3. Total employment (000) : 2241 2173 2169 2176 2178 2144 2152 2155 2196 2223
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 2087 2045 2036 2036 2045 2028 2024 2039 2065 2092
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 58.7 57.4 56.9 56.9 57.0 56.3 56.0 56.3 56.8 57.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 35.8 34.3 33.5 31.4 29.2 27.6 25.4 23.4 23.7 23.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 76.0 74.2 73.7 74.4 74.7 73.5 73.4 74.0 74.5 74.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 22.9 23.2 22.4 23.1 25.9 28.4 29.4 30.9 32.1 33.5
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 53.9 54.2 55.6 55.1 54.6 54.6 55.3 55.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : 10.7 11.3 11.7 11.7 12.0 12.7 12.2 11.7 12.3 11.9
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 9.9 9.9 9.3 8.5 8.3 8.5 8.3 8.6 8.7 8.5
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 7.7 9.1 9.4 8.9 9.3 10.7 10.7 9.8 10.1 10.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 66.6 68.6 69.2 69.0 70.0 70.7 70.9 71.1 71.5 72.2
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 29.2 27.6 27.3 27.8 26.9 26.3 26.2 26.2 25.8 25.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 4.2 3.8 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 64.0 64.1 63.6 63.2 62.7 62.5 62.2 62.4 62.3 61.5
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 42.0 42.0 40.6 37.9 35.2 34.0 31.5 28.9 29.2 26.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 81.9 82.0 81.8 81.8 81.5 81.0 80.9 81.6 81.3 80.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 23.9 24.4 23.7 24.6 27.2 30.0 31.3 32.9 34.0 35.2
20. Total unemployment (000) : 185 237 237 220 205 224 225 223 202 153
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 8.1 10.3 10.3 9.7 9.0 9.9 9.9 9.8 8.8 6.7
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 14.4 18.1 17.0 16.9 17.2 18.8 19.5 19.1 18.7 11.0
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 2.6 4.2 5.2 5.1 4.5 5.0 5.3 5.3 4.9 3.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 6.2 7.8 7.0 6.5 6.1 6.4 6.1 5.5 5.4 2.9
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).230
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Denmark
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 5232 5255 5277 5298 5321 5339 5359 5379 5396 5415 5431
2. Population aged 15-64 3516 3523 3525 3532 3545 3538 3548 3559 3566 3569 3573
3. Total employment (000) 2684 2723 2746 2760 2785 2787 2756 2739 2763 2808 2858
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2633 2646 2680 2694 2700 2684 2666 2693 2706 2762 2757
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.9 75.1 76.0 76.3 76.2 75.9 75.1 75.7 75.9 77.4 77.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 66.6 65.3 65.5 66.0 62.3 63.5 59.6 62.3 62.3 64.6 65.3
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 82.4 83.1 83.9 84.2 84.4 84.1 83.5 83.7 84.5 86.1 86.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 51.7 52.0 54.5 55.7 58.0 57.9 60.2 60.3 59.5 60.7 58.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 69.3 69.8 69.7 68.4 68.6 68.1 69.0 69.3
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 7.3 7.1 7.0 6.8 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.4 6.3 6.2 6.4
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 22.5 22.3 21.6 21.3 20.1 20.0 21.3 22.2 22.1 23.6 24.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 10.6 9.9 9.6 9.7 9.2 9.1 9.3 9.5 9.8 8.9 8.7
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 72.1 72.6 73.2 73.6 74.0 74.6 75.2 75.9 76.1 76.2 76.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 24.0 23.7 23.2 23.0 22.7 22.1 21.6 21.0 20.9 20.8 20.8
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.0 3.8 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.9
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 79.8 79.7 80.6 80.0 79.9 79.6 79.5 80.1 79.8 80.6 80.2
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 72.9 71.3 72.3 70.7 68.0 68.6 65.6 67.9 68.1 69.9 70.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 87.4 87.7 88.2 87.9 87.9 87.8 87.8 88.2 88.1 88.9 89.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 55.0 55.1 57.5 58.2 60.5 60.4 63.3 63.9 62.8 63.2 60.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 148 137 147 122 130 131 155 160 140 114 109
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.2 4.9 5.2 4.3 4.5 4.6 5.4 5.5 4.8 3.9 3.8
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 7.7 7.3 9.1 6.2 8.3 7.4 9.2 8.2 8.6 7.7 7.9
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.5 1.3 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.1 0.8 0.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
6.3 5.9 6.8 4.8 5.7 5.1 6.0 5.6 5.9 5.4 5.6
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 2579 2584 2609 2620 2632 2640 2650 2662 2671 2682 2688
2. Population aged 15-64 1775 1780 1783 1783 1792 1786 1794 1798 1799 1803 1803
3. Total employment (000) 1461 1470 1479 1479 1490 1490 1483 1465 1475 1497 1523
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1428 1423 1441 1441 1438 1429 1429 1433 1436 1464 1460
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 80.5 79.9 80.8 80.8 80.2 80.0 79.6 79.7 79.8 81.2 81.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 68.5 64.8 68.2 68.5 64.5 65.5 61.5 63.4 63.9 65.0 66.3
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 88.3 88.5 88.6 88.5 88.2 88.4 87.9 87.6 88.3 90.1 90.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 62.7 61.3 62.6 64.1 65.5 64.5 67.3 67.3 65.6 67.1 64.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 76.9 76.9 76.7 75.4 75.7 75.6 76.1 76.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 9.7 9.3 9.3 9.0 9.2 9.2 9.0 8.7 8.5 8.2 8.7
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 12.2 11.1 10.4 10.2 10.2 11.1 11.6 12.1 12.7 13.3 13.5
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 10.2 9.2 8.6 8.5 7.7 7.9 8.2 8.7 8.5 8.0 7.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 61.1 61.5 62.3 62.7 63.2 64.1 64.5 65.2 65.8 65.6 66.5
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 33.1 33.0 32.4 32.5 31.9 31.1 30.8 30.2 29.8 30.1 29.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.8 5.5 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.2
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 84.8 83.8 84.9 84.2 83.8 83.6 83.8 84.0 83.6 84.1 83.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 74.2 70.6 74.9 73.4 70.2 70.7 67.7 69.7 70.0 70.5 72.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 92.4 92.0 92.3 91.7 91.4 91.9 91.8 91.5 91.7 92.3 92.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 66.3 64.4 65.5 66.7 68.4 67.1 70.4 71.3 68.7 69.6 66.9
20. Total unemployment (000) 68 59 70 59 63 65 74 78 68 52 53
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 4.4 3.9 4.6 3.9 4.1 4.3 4.8 5.1 4.4 3.3 3.5
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 6.8 7.1 9.3 6.6 8.1 7.3 9.2 8.9 8.6 7.9 8.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.2 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.7 1.2 1.1 1.1 0.7 0.5
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
5.7 5.8 6.7 5.0 5.7 5.2 6.2 6.2 6.1 5.6 6.0231
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 2654 2671 2669 2678 2689 2699 2708 2717 2725 2733 2742
2. Population aged 15-64 1744 1743 1743 1749 1752 1752 1753 1762 1767 1767 1770
3. Total employment (000) 1224 1253 1267 1281 1295 1297 1273 1274 1287 1310 1335
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1205 1223 1239 1253 1261 1256 1237 1261 1270 1297 1296
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.1 70.2 71.1 71.6 72.0 71.7 70.5 71.6 71.9 73.4 73.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 64.2 65.8 62.7 63.3 60.1 61.4 57.6 61.1 60.5 64.1 64.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 76.7 77.6 79.2 79.8 80.6 79.8 79.0 79.8 80.6 82.0 82.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 40.3 42.0 45.8 46.6 49.7 50.4 52.9 53.3 53.5 54.3 52.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 62.2 63.0 63.1 61.8 61.9 61.1 62.5 62.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.2 3.6 3.9 4.1 3.8 3.8 4.0 3.7
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 34.9 35.5 34.7 34.1 31.6 30.3 32.7 33.8 33.0 35.4 36.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.0 10.6 10.7 11.1 10.7 10.3 10.4 10.3 11.3 10.0 10.0
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 85.0 85.3 85.7 85.9 86.3 86.5 87.5 87.9 87.8 88.3 87.5
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 13.1 13.0 12.7 12.3 12.1 11.9 11.0 10.7 10.7 10.3 11.0
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.8 1.8 1.6 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.7 75.6 76.1 75.6 75.9 75.5 75.1 76.2 75.9 77.0 76.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 71.0 71.8 69.7 67.8 65.8 66.4 63.5 66.0 66.2 69.3 69.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 82.5 83.5 84.1 84.0 84.4 83.7 83.7 84.8 84.5 85.4 85.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 43.5 45.3 48.9 49.0 51.9 52.9 55.9 56.5 56.8 56.7 54.6
20. Total unemployment (000) 80 78 77 63 66 66 81 81 71 62 56
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.2 6.0 5.8 4.8 5.0 5.0 6.1 6.0 5.3 4.5 4.2
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 8.8 7.4 8.9 5.7 8.5 7.5 9.2 7.4 8.6 7.5 7.5
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.9 1.7 1.3 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.2 0.9 0.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
6.8 6.0 7.0 4.5 5.8 5.0 5.9 4.9 5.7 5.2 5.2
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).232
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Germany
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 80645 80895 80962 81132 81345 81558 81598 81589 81529 81489 81363
2. Population aged 15-64 55001 55188 55145 55062 54973 54852 54675 54450 54765 54533 54226
3. Total employment (000) 37462 37910 38425 39145 39315 39092 38724 38883 38846 39089 39737
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 35015 35281 35931 36105 36179 35883 35512 35413 36138 36833 37612
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.7 63.9 65.2 65.6 65.8 65.4 65.0 65.0 66.0 67.5 69.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 44.6 45.3 47.2 47.2 47.0 45.7 44.2 41.9 42.2 43.4 45.3
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 76.6 77.2 78.7 79.3 79.3 78.7 77.9 78.1 78.2 79.4 80.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 38.1 37.7 37.8 37.6 37.9 38.9 39.9 41.8 45.4 48.4 51.5
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 58.6 58.6 58.1 57.5 56.6 56.8 58.2 59.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 10.2 10.2 10.0 10.0 10.1 10.2 10.5 10.9 11.2 11.2 11.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 17.6 18.4 19.0 19.4 20.3 20.8 21.7 22.3 24.0 25.8 26.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.8 12.4 13.1 12.7 12.4 12.0 12.2 12.4 14.1 14.5 14.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 66.5 67.1 68.0 68.7 69.3 70.1 70.7 71.3 71.9 72.3 72.4
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 31.0 30.4 29.5 28.9 28.3 27.6 27.0 26.4 25.9 25.5 25.4
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 70.6 70.8 71.2 71.1 71.5 71.7 72.1 72.6 74.3 75.3 76.0
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 49.8 50.1 51.6 51.5 51.3 50.7 50.0 48.0 49.9 50.3 51.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.1 84.6 85.2 85.3 85.5 85.6 86.0 86.5 87.1 87.6 87.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 44.9 44.5 43.7 42.9 42.9 43.9 45.5 47.8 52.1 55.2 57.5
20. Total unemployment (000) 3808 3732 3403 3137 3193 3523 3918 4160 4601 4227 3608
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.3 9.1 8.2 7.5 7.6 8.4 9.3 9.7 10.7 9.8 8.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 10.0 9.1 8.1 7.5 7.7 9.1 9.8 11.8 13.9 12.5 11.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.7 4.7 4.2 3.8 3.8 4.0 4.6 5.5 5.7 5.5 4.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
5.2 4.8 4.5 4.3 4.2 5.0 5.8 6.0 7.7 6.9 6.1
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 39283 39426 39501 39593 39736 39877 39931 39947 39938 39952 39904
2. Population aged 15-64 27789 27865 27813 27751 27715 27642 27549 27451 27559 27479 27297
3. Total employment (000) 21382 21544 21679 21972 21954 21649 21340 21397 21164 21275 21582
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 19970 20027 20245 20230 20175 19845 19540 19434 19643 20005 20382
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.9 71.9 72.8 72.9 72.8 71.8 70.9 70.8 71.3 72.8 74.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 47.0 47.8 49.8 49.7 49.3 46.9 45.4 43.6 43.7 45.1 46.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 85.7 85.8 86.9 87.2 86.9 85.6 84.3 83.9 83.7 84.9 86.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 47.5 47.2 46.8 46.4 46.5 47.3 48.2 50.7 53.5 56.4 59.7
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 71.1 70.9 69.9 68.9 67.8 68.5 69.3 71.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 12.1 12.2 12.2 12.1 12.1 12.4 12.8 13.3 13.5 13.5 13.4
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 4.3 4.7 4.9 5.0 5.3 5.8 6.1 6.5 7.8 9.3 9.4
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.6 12.2 12.8 12.5 12.2 11.8 12.1 12.7 14.4 14.7 14.7
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 54.9 55.7 56.5 57.3 58.0 58.7 59.4 60.2 61.0 61.5 61.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 42.2 41.5 40.7 39.9 39.2 38.5 37.8 37.0 36.3 35.8 36.0
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.7
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 79.2 79.2 79.2 78.9 79.0 78.8 79.1 79.2 80.6 81.3 81.8
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 53.3 53.6 54.9 54.7 54.3 53.1 52.7 50.8 52.5 52.9 53.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.3 93.4 93.6 93.4 93.5 93.2 93.2 93.0 93.6 93.8 93.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 55.1 54.8 53.7 52.4 52.2 53.0 54.9 57.8 61.2 64.0 66.1
20. Total unemployment (000) 2017 1988 1830 1698 1761 1984 2227 2354 2590 2337 1939
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.0 8.8 8.1 7.5 7.8 8.8 9.8 10.3 11.2 10.2 8.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 12.0 10.9 9.6 8.8 9.5 11.4 12.1 13.6 15.5 13.9 12.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.3 4.3 4.0 3.7 3.7 4.1 4.7 5.7 5.9 5.7 4.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
6.2 5.8 5.1 5.0 5.0 6.2 7.2 7.2 8.8 7.8 6.8233
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 41362 41469 41461 41539 41610 41681 41668 41642 41590 41537 41460
2. Population aged 15-64 27212 27324 27332 27311 27258 27210 27126 26999 27206 27054 26929
3. Total employment (000) 16080 16366 16746 17173 17361 17443 17384 17486 17682 17814 18155
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 15045 15254 15686 15876 16004 16038 15972 15979 16495 16828 17230
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 55.3 55.8 57.4 58.1 58.7 58.9 58.9 59.2 60.6 62.2 64.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 42.1 42.7 44.5 44.6 44.7 44.5 43.0 40.2 40.7 41.6 43.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 67.3 68.3 70.3 71.2 71.6 71.6 71.4 72.1 72.5 73.7 75.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 28.7 28.3 28.8 29.0 29.4 30.6 31.6 33.0 37.5 40.6 43.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 46.1 46.5 46.4 46.2 45.5 45.2 47.1 48.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 7.6 7.5 7.2 7.3 7.6 7.6 7.7 7.9 8.5 8.5 8.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 35.3 36.4 37.2 37.9 39.3 39.5 40.8 41.6 43.5 45.6 45.8
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.1 12.6 13.4 13.1 12.7 12.2 12.3 12.2 13.8 14.1 14.5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 81.2 81.6 82.2 82.7 83.0 83.5 84.0 84.3 84.7 84.9 85.1
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 16.6 16.4 15.8 15.4 15.2 14.7 14.3 14.1 13.8 13.6 13.4
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.8 62.2 63.0 63.3 63.8 64.4 65.1 65.8 68.0 69.3 70.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 46.2 46.6 48.3 48.2 48.1 48.3 47.3 45.0 47.3 47.6 49.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 74.6 75.5 76.6 76.9 77.4 77.9 78.6 79.7 80.6 81.4 81.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 34.7 34.1 33.7 33.5 33.6 34.8 36.2 37.8 43.1 46.6 49.1
20. Total unemployment (000) 1791 1744 1573 1440 1432 1539 1691 1806 2011 1890 1669
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.8 9.4 8.4 7.5 7.4 7.9 8.6 9.1 10.1 9.4 8.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 7.9 7.4 6.7 6.2 5.9 6.7 7.4 9.9 12.2 11.1 10.0
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.2 5.1 4.5 4.0 3.8 4.0 4.5 5.2 5.3 5.3 4.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
4.2 3.9 3.8 3.6 3.4 3.8 4.3 4.9 6.6 6.0 5.4
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: EU LFS indicators 1999-2004: national estimates, 2005 break in series.234
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Estonia
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 1386 1374 1366 1361 1356 1350 1348 1343 1339 1338
2. Population aged 15-64 : 914 914 916 916 912 911 910 910 913 909
3. Total employment (000) 619 607 581 572 577 584 592 592 604 637 641
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 590 562 554 559 566 573 573 586 621 631
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 64.6 61.5 60.4 61.0 62.0 62.9 63.0 64.4 68.1 69.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 35.5 30.1 28.3 28.1 28.2 29.3 27.2 29.1 31.6 34.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 78.8 76.7 75.6 76.0 76.8 77.8 78.8 79.6 84.2 84.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 50.2 47.5 46.3 48.5 51.6 52.3 52.4 56.1 58.5 60.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 59.5 59.9 60.9 61.3 61.8 63.4 67.1 68.0
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 7.8 8.6 8.6 9.0 8.2 8.1 8.9 9.6 8.1 8.1 9.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 8.6 8.1 8.1 8.2 7.7 8.5 8.0 7.8 7.8 8.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 2.1 2.5 3.0 2.5 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.1
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 57.9 58.2 60.0 59.7 60.4 61.9 61.6 59.5 61.0 62.0 60.7
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 33.0 33.0 32.0 33.2 32.8 31.2 32.3 34.7 33.7 33.1 34.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 9.1 8.8 8.0 7.1 6.8 6.9 6.1 5.8 5.3 4.9 4.7
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 72.2 70.4 70.2 70.0 69.3 70.1 70.0 70.1 72.4 72.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 42.5 38.9 37.4 36.5 34.2 36.9 34.7 34.6 35.9 38.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 88.0 87.1 87.0 86.3 85.4 85.7 86.5 86.0 89.1 88.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 53.5 51.3 51.3 53.2 55.7 56.3 55.7 59.0 61.0 62.2
20. Total unemployment (000) 64 61 74 84 82 67 66 64 52 41 32
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.6 9.2 11.3 12.8 12.4 10.3 10.0 9.7 7.9 5.9 4.7
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 17.0 15.2 22.0 23.9 23.2 17.6 20.6 21.7 15.9 12.0 10.0
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 4.2 5.0 5.9 6.0 5.4 4.6 5.0 4.2 2.8 2.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 7.0 8.7 9.1 8.5 6.0 7.6 7.5 5.5 4.3 3.8
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 639 632 628 627 624 621 619 616 616 615
2. Population aged 15-64 : 434 434 438 439 435 435 433 434 437 436
3. Total employment (000) : 310 294 291 293 297 302 298 299 318 323
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 302 286 282 285 289 292 288 291 311 319
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 69.6 65.8 64.3 65.0 66.5 67.2 66.4 67.0 71.0 73.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 40.0 34.9 31.7 33.9 34.6 35.9 32.8 33.1 37.0 38.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 82.0 78.6 78.4 78.7 80.3 81.0 81.6 81.9 87.5 89.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 62.0 58.9 55.9 56.7 58.4 58.9 56.4 59.3 57.5 59.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 63.8 65.0 66.5 66.0 65.7 66.0 70.5 72.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : 11.0 10.7 11.5 10.9 10.7 11.8 12.9 11.1 11.4 12.7
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 5.9 5.9 5.3 5.1 4.8 5.4 5.4 4.9 4.3 4.3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 2.9 3.5 4.4 3.3 3.9 3.2 3.5 3.4 3.3 2.7
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 47.2 49.0 48.1 48.0 49.8 50.0 48.0 49.1 48.3 46.2
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 41.1 40.6 42.4 42.3 40.7 41.7 44.0 43.7 45.0 47.5
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 11.7 10.4 9.6 9.7 9.5 8.3 8.0 7.2 6.6 6.4
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 79.0 76.8 75.6 74.9 74.6 75.0 74.4 73.6 75.8 77.5
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 49.9 46.3 42.0 42.4 40.4 43.1 41.6 39.7 41.2 44.2
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 92.0 90.5 90.9 90.2 90.1 89.6 90.1 89.2 92.8 93.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 68.1 66.0 63.6 62.5 63.7 64.4 60.7 62.9 61.6 63.7
20. Total unemployment (000) 35 34 42 46 42 36 34 35 29 21 19
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.3 9.9 12.5 13.8 12.6 10.8 10.2 10.4 8.8 6.2 5.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 18.9 16.7 21.9 23.8 19.4 14.3 16.9 21.2 16.6 10.0 12.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 4.4 5.5 6.7 6.6 6.3 4.8 5.6 4.2 3.1 2.9
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 9.9 11.4 10.3 8.5 5.8 7.3 8.8 6.6 4.1 5.3235
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 748 742 738 734 732 729 729 727 724 723
2. Population aged 15-64 : 480 480 479 478 478 476 476 476 475 473
3. Total employment (000) : 297 286 281 283 287 291 295 305 319 319
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 290 278 272 274 277 281 286 296 310 312
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.3 57.8 56.9 57.4 57.9 59.0 60.0 62.1 65.3 65.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 32.0 26.0 24.8 21.9 21.6 22.7 21.6 25.1 26.1 30.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 75.9 74.8 73.1 73.5 73.6 74.8 76.2 77.5 81.1 80.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 41.6 39.2 39.0 42.1 46.5 47.3 49.4 53.7 59.2 60.5
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 55.7 55.2 55.9 57.0 58.3 61.2 63.9 64.1
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : 6.0 6.4 6.4 5.4 5.4 5.9 6.3 5.1 4.8 5.5
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 11.4 10.4 10.9 11.3 10.7 11.8 10.6 10.6 11.3 12.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 1.3 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.5 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.2 1.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 69.7 71.3 71.7 73.1 74.4 73.5 71.0 72.5 75.5 75.2
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 24.5 23.1 23.8 23.1 21.4 22.7 25.4 24.0 21.4 21.8
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 5.8 5.6 4.5 3.8 4.2 3.8 3.6 3.5 3.1 3.0
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 66.4 65.0 65.3 65.5 64.4 65.7 66.0 66.9 69.3 68.7
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 36.3 32.5 32.7 30.3 27.9 30.6 27.8 29.5 30.6 32.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 84.2 83.9 83.3 82.7 81.0 82.2 83.2 83.1 85.7 83.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 43.1 40.9 42.0 46.0 49.8 50.3 51.9 56.0 60.5 61.0
20. Total unemployment (000) 29 27 32 38 39 31 32 29 23 19 13
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.9 8.3 10.1 11.8 12.2 9.7 9.9 8.9 7.1 5.6 3.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 14.4 13.1 22.1 24.1 28.5 22.5 26.0 22.4 14.9 14.7 7.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 4.1 4.5 5.0 5.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.2 2.6 1.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 4.3 6.5 7.9 8.4 6.3 8.0 6.2 4.4 4.5 2.3
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).236
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Ireland
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 3621 3709 3753 3800 3859 3926 3991 4059 4149 4253 4359
2. Population aged 15-64 2388 2457 2503 2546 2601 2661 2711 2761 2831 2913 2993
3. Total employment (000) 1405 1526 1621 1696 1748 1779 1814 1870 1958 2042 2116
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1374 1489 1584 1660 1712 1742 1776 1830 1915 1999 2067
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 57.6 60.6 63.3 65.2 65.8 65.5 65.5 66.3 67.6 68.6 69.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 41.4 45.6 49.1 50.4 49.3 47.6 47.5 47.7 48.7 50.0 49.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 68.1 70.9 73.4 75.3 76.3 76.1 75.9 76.8 77.9 78.4 78.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 40.4 41.7 43.7 45.3 46.8 48.0 49.0 49.5 51.6 53.1 53.8
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 60.7 60.8 60.9 60.6 61.0 61.0 61.0 63.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 19.4 19.8 19.2 18.6 18.1 17.9 17.7 17.6 16.9 16.4 17.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 13.6 16.5 16.4 16.4 16.5 16.5 16.9 16.8 : : :
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.0 7.2 5.1 5.9 5.3 5.3 5.2 4.1 3.7 3.4 7.3
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 62.0 62.4 63.0 63.5 64.0 65.1 65.8 66.2 66.5 66.7 67.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 28.8 28.6 28.4 28.8 28.8 27.9 27.5 27.6 27.6 27.6 27.2
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 9.2 9.0 8.6 7.7 7.2 7.0 6.6 6.2 5.9 5.7 5.6
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 64.1 65.6 67.1 68.2 68.6 68.6 68.8 69.5 70.8 71.8 72.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 49.1 51.4 53.7 54.2 53.1 52.0 52.3 52.4 53.3 54.7 54.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 75.0 76.2 77.3 78.3 78.9 79.1 79.1 79.9 80.9 81.5 82.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 43.0 43.9 45.4 46.5 48.0 49.3 50.2 50.8 53.1 54.4 55.2
20. Total unemployment (000) 152 123 97 75 72 83 90 89 89 93 99
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.9 7.5 5.7 4.2 4.0 4.5 4.7 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 15.4 11.3 8.6 6.8 7.3 8.5 9.1 8.9 8.6 8.6 9.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.6 3.9 2.4 1.6 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
7.7 5.8 4.6 3.8 3.8 4.4 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.7 5.0
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 1804 1842 1864 1888 1919 1951 1983 2018 2067 2124 2179
2. Population aged 15-64 1199 1233 1256 1280 1307 1337 1361 1387 1425 1470 1511
3. Total employment (000) 854 918 966 1005 1030 1037 1053 1084 1127 1175 1206
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 829 889 936 976 1002 1008 1024 1053 1095 1142 1169
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.1 72.1 74.5 76.3 76.6 75.4 75.2 75.9 76.9 77.7 77.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 43.9 48.7 52.3 54.2 53.1 50.6 50.5 50.7 51.5 53.6 52.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 82.6 84.9 86.9 88.2 88.6 87.4 87.0 87.8 88.4 88.4 87.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 58.9 60.2 61.7 63.2 64.6 65.0 64.6 65.0 65.7 67.0 67.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 76.1 75.9 74.7 74.4 74.9 74.9 74.9 77.0
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 25.9 26.7 26.3 25.5 25.2 25.2 24.9 25.0 24.2 23.5 24.9
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 6.0 7.5 7.2 6.9 6.6 6.5 6.6 6.1 : : :
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.9 5.6 4.1 4.9 4.4 4.5 4.4 3.7 3.1 2.9 6.0
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 50.1 49.8 50.0 50.5 50.4 51.1 51.7 51.8 51.5 51.4 51.5
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.5 37.0 37.1 37.9 38.6 38.2 38.1 38.5 39.2 39.6 39.7
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 13.4 13.2 12.9 11.6 10.9 10.7 10.1 9.8 9.3 9.0 8.8
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 77.1 78.2 79.1 79.9 79.9 79.2 79.3 79.9 80.6 81.5 81.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 52.4 55.0 57.2 58.1 57.3 55.7 56.0 55.9 56.6 59.0 58.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 91.1 91.5 91.8 92.0 91.8 91.2 91.0 91.8 92.1 92.1 91.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 62.9 63.4 64.2 65.0 66.4 66.7 66.3 66.9 67.7 68.7 69.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 93 76 58 45 44 52 55 55 54 56 60
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.9 7.7 5.7 4.3 4.1 4.7 5.0 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 16.0 11.6 8.6 6.8 7.6 9.3 9.7 9.3 9.1 9.1 10.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 6.2 4.7 3.0 2.0 1.7 1.8 1.9 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
8.5 6.3 4.9 4.0 4.3 5.1 5.5 5.2 5.1 5.4 5.8237
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 1818 1867 1890 1912 1940 1975 2008 2041 2081 2130 2180
2. Population aged 15-64 1189 1224 1247 1267 1293 1324 1350 1375 1406 1443 1482
3. Total employment (000) 551 608 656 691 718 742 761 787 831 868 910
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 545 600 648 683 710 734 752 777 820 856 898
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 45.9 49.0 52.0 53.9 54.9 55.4 55.7 56.5 58.3 59.3 60.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 38.8 42.4 45.7 46.6 45.5 44.5 44.4 44.7 45.9 46.2 47.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 53.8 57.1 60.0 62.4 64.0 64.7 64.8 65.8 67.3 68.3 69.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 21.6 23.1 25.6 27.2 28.7 30.8 33.1 33.7 37.3 39.1 39.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 45.1 45.7 47.0 46.7 47.1 47.1 47.1 50.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 9.4 9.5 8.7 8.6 7.9 7.6 7.6 7.5 7.1 6.7 7.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 25.4 30.0 30.1 30.3 30.7 30.6 31.0 31.5 : : :
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.7 9.3 6.4 7.2 6.2 6.3 6.0 4.6 4.2 3.9 8.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 80.0 81.3 82.1 82.4 83.4 84.8 85.4 86.0 86.8 87.4 88.1
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 17.1 16.1 15.5 15.5 14.8 13.5 12.9 12.6 11.9 11.3 10.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.9 2.6 2.4 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 51.1 52.9 55.0 56.3 57.1 57.8 58.3 59.0 60.8 61.9 63.3
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 45.5 47.7 50.1 50.1 48.8 48.1 48.5 48.8 49.9 50.2 51.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 59.1 60.9 62.9 64.7 66.0 66.9 67.2 68.0 69.6 70.7 72.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 22.9 24.2 26.6 27.8 29.4 31.6 33.8 34.4 38.2 40.0 40.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 60 47 39 30 28 32 35 33 35 37 39
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.9 7.3 5.6 4.2 3.8 4.1 4.3 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.2
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 14.6 11.0 8.6 7.0 6.9 7.6 8.4 8.5 8.0 8.0 8.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.6 2.8 1.6 1.0 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.9
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
6.7 5.3 4.3 3.5 3.3 3.7 4.1 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.2
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicators 3 and 10: 1990-1994 estimate.238
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Greece
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 10269 10390 10437 10472 10504 10542 10578 10616 10657 10710 10754
2. Population aged 15-64 6812 7000 7043 7078 7099 7111 7119 7129 7132 7158 7208
3. Total employment (000) 4100 4221 4235 4255 4266 4350 4431 4469 4536 4647 4705
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3754 3917 3937 3996 3999 4087 4181 4235 4287 4365 4424
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 55.1 56.0 55.9 56.5 56.3 57.5 58.7 59.4 60.1 61.0 61.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 25.3 28.4 27.2 27.6 26.2 26.5 25.3 26.8 25.0 24.2 24.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 69.7 70.0 69.9 70.5 70.6 71.6 72.9 73.5 74.0 75.3 75.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 41.0 39.0 39.3 39.0 38.2 39.2 41.3 39.4 41.6 42.3 42.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 56.1 56.0 57.1 58.4 58.8 59.5 59.9 60.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 39.0 38.0 37.3 37.3 35.1 35.1 34.9 34.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 4.8 5.6 5.8 4.5 4.0 4.4 4.3 4.6 5.0 5.7 5.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 10.3 12.5 12.6 13.5 13.2 11.7 11.2 11.9 11.8 10.7 10.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 63.3 64.1 64.8 65.0 67.8 68.1 68.9 68.9
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 19.8 20.1 19.9 19.9 19.8 19.7 19.3 19.7
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 17.0 15.8 15.3 15.1 12.4 12.2 11.7 11.3
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.3 63.2 63.8 63.8 63.3 64.2 65.2 66.5 66.8 67.0 67.0
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 36.8 40.8 39.8 39.0 36.5 36.2 34.6 36.7 33.7 32.4 31.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 75.7 77.1 77.9 78.1 77.8 78.8 79.8 81.1 81.5 82.0 81.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 42.3 40.4 40.9 40.5 39.9 40.9 42.7 41.3 43.2 43.9 43.9
20. Total unemployment (000) 421 486 548 517 488 480 460 506 477 434 407
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.8 10.8 12.0 11.2 10.7 10.3 9.7 10.5 9.8 8.9 8.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 30.8 29.9 31.5 29.1 28.0 26.8 26.8 26.9 26.0 25.2 22.9
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.3 5.8 6.5 6.1 5.5 5.3 5.3 5.6 5.1 4.8 4.1
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
11.5 12.5 12.6 11.4 10.3 9.7 9.3 9.9 8.8 8.2 7.1
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 4943 5100 5123 5139 5154 5172 5190 5207 5227 5255 5285
2. Population aged 15-64 3276 3466 3488 3507 3519 3529 3537 3545 3551 3570 3603
3. Total employment (000) 2592 2685 2676 2678 2687 2724 2761 2767 2800 2847 2880
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2363 2487 2480 2508 2514 2550 2595 2613 2636 2663 2698
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 72.1 71.7 71.1 71.5 71.4 72.2 73.4 73.7 74.2 74.6 74.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 31.1 34.6 32.4 32.7 30.7 31.5 30.9 32.3 30.1 29.7 29.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 89.7 88.8 88.2 88.5 88.5 88.7 89.3 89.3 89.5 90.0 90.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 59.1 56.0 55.7 55.2 55.3 55.9 58.7 56.4 58.8 59.2 59.1
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 71.9 71.9 72.8 73.9 74.1 74.8 74.6 75.0
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 40.7 40.1 39.3 39.3 37.8 37.6 37.6 37.7
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 2.6 3.2 3.4 2.6 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.9 2.7
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.9 11.8 11.4 11.8 11.6 10.5 9.7 10.5 10.1 9.1 9.3
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 58.5 58.6 59.2 59.3 61.6 61.5 62.3 61.7
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 25.6 26.3 26.4 26.5 26.8 27.0 26.6 27.4
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 15.9 15.0 14.4 14.2 11.7 11.5 11.1 10.9
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 77.2 77.6 77.5 77.4 77.1 77.6 78.3 79.0 79.2 79.1 79.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 40.0 44.2 42.1 41.7 39.1 39.3 38.1 40.0 37.0 36.1 34.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 94.5 94.4 94.5 94.4 94.1 94.1 94.3 94.6 94.6 94.7 94.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 61.1 57.9 57.9 57.3 57.7 58.1 60.6 58.9 60.8 61.0 60.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 166 192 219 205 198 191 176 188 175 162 151
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.4 7.0 7.9 7.4 7.1 6.8 6.2 6.6 6.1 5.6 5.2
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 22.0 21.3 22.9 21.5 21.5 19.9 18.9 19.1 18.7 17.7 15.7
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.8 3.1 3.7 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.6 2.6 2.2
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
8.9 9.6 9.7 9.0 8.5 7.8 7.2 7.6 6.9 6.4 5.5239
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 5326 5289 5314 5333 5350 5369 5388 5409 5431 5455 5469
2. Population aged 15-64 3536 3534 3555 3572 3580 3582 3583 3584 3581 3588 3605
3. Total employment (000) 1508 1536 1559 1577 1579 1626 1670 1702 1736 1800 1825
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1391 1430 1457 1489 1485 1537 1586 1621 1651 1702 1725
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 39.3 40.5 41.0 41.7 41.5 42.9 44.3 45.2 46.1 47.4 47.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 20.0 22.0 21.9 22.4 21.7 21.4 19.8 21.3 19.8 18.7 18.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 50.8 51.5 51.9 52.7 52.8 54.5 56.4 57.6 58.5 60.5 60.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 24.6 23.5 24.4 24.3 22.9 24.0 25.5 24.0 25.8 26.6 26.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 40.5 40.5 41.7 43.2 43.8 44.5 45.4 45.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 36.2 34.3 34.0 34.1 30.7 31.0 30.6 30.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 8.5 10.0 10.0 7.8 7.2 8.0 7.7 8.5 9.3 10.2 10.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.1 13.8 14.4 16.1 15.7 13.6 13.3 14.0 14.3 13.0 13.1
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 71.2 73.3 73.9 74.3 77.7 78.4 79.2 80.0
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 10.0 9.7 9.4 9.2 8.7 8.2 8.1 8.1
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 18.8 17.0 16.7 16.4 13.6 13.4 12.7 12.0
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 46.6 49.0 50.3 50.5 49.7 51.0 52.2 54.1 54.5 55.0 54.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 33.8 37.4 37.5 36.2 33.8 33.1 31.2 33.4 30.4 28.7 27.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 57.9 60.0 61.5 62.0 61.7 63.4 65.2 67.6 68.2 69.1 69.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 25.3 24.4 25.5 25.4 23.9 25.2 26.4 25.2 27.1 28.0 28.2
20. Total unemployment (000) 254 295 328 312 290 289 284 317 302 272 256
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 15.2 16.7 18.1 17.1 16.1 15.6 15.0 16.2 15.3 13.6 12.8
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 40.4 40.2 41.4 38.1 35.8 35.3 36.6 36.3 34.8 34.7 32.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 9.2 10.1 10.7 10.1 9.0 8.6 8.9 9.4 8.9 8.0 7.0
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
13.8 15.4 15.6 13.8 12.1 11.7 11.4 12.1 10.6 9.9 8.8
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicators 3 and 10: 1997-1999 estimate (based on the unit of 1000 jobs).240
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Spain
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 39182 39352 39555 39927 40427 41063 41753 42440 43141 43835 44630
2. Population aged 15-64 26794 26936 27085 27373 27742 28231 28729 29227 29755 30255 30808
3. Total employment (000) 14293 14932 15617 16412 16931 17338 17878 18510 19264 19985 20614
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 13251 13809 14583 15399 16039 16527 17188 17861 18834 19600 20211
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 49.5 51.3 53.8 56.3 57.8 58.5 59.8 61.1 63.3 64.8 65.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 25.3 27.1 30.5 32.5 34.0 34.0 34.4 35.2 38.3 39.5 39.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 62.1 63.7 66.2 68.4 69.5 70.2 71.4 72.7 74.4 75.8 76.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 34.1 35.1 35.0 37.0 39.2 39.6 40.7 41.3 43.1 44.1 44.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 53.9 55.4 56.2 57.3 58.3 59.2 60.8 61.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.3 16.9 16.3 15.8 15.6 15.4 15.0 14.8 14.6 14.2 13.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 7.9 7.8 8.0 7.9 8.0 8.0 8.2 8.7 12.4 12.0 11.8
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 33.5 33.0 32.9 32.2 32.2 31.8 31.8 32.5 33.3 34.0 31.7
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 63.6 63.7 63.8 63.8 63.8 64.2 64.7 65.1 65.4 66.3 66.8
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 28.9 29.2 29.6 29.9 30.1 29.9 29.7 29.5 29.4 29.0 28.7
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 7.4 7.1 6.6 6.3 6.1 5.9 5.7 5.4 5.2 4.7 4.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.4 63.0 63.9 65.4 64.7 66.2 67.6 68.7 69.7 70.8 71.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 41.4 41.8 43.1 43.9 43.0 43.7 44.5 45.1 47.7 48.2 47.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 75.8 76.2 76.9 78.0 76.6 78.2 79.6 80.6 80.9 82.0 82.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 38.5 39.2 38.8 40.9 41.9 42.7 43.8 44.4 45.9 46.8 47.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 2785 2545 2159 1980 1877 2095 2174 2144 1913 1837 1834
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 16.7 15.0 12.5 11.1 10.3 11.1 11.1 10.6 9.2 8.5 8.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 36.4 33.1 27.3 24.3 23.2 24.2 24.6 23.9 19.7 17.9 18.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 8.7 7.5 5.7 4.6 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.4 2.2 1.8 1.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
16.1 14.7 12.7 11.4 9.1 9.7 10.1 9.9 9.4 8.6 8.7
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 19144 19241 19338 19545 19825 20172 20532 20894 21268 21641 22062
2. Population aged 15-64 13348 13437 13514 13693 13908 14185 14456 14727 15019 15292 15596
3. Total employment (000) 9329 9701 10029 10395 10644 10806 11011 11262 11563 11884 12139
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 8604 8970 9364 9749 10077 10296 10583 10864 11294 11642 11888
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 64.5 66.8 69.3 71.2 72.5 72.6 73.2 73.8 75.2 76.1 76.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 30.0 32.5 36.2 38.2 40.2 39.7 39.9 40.8 43.5 44.4 44.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 80.2 82.2 84.5 85.7 85.9 85.7 85.9 86.1 86.9 87.6 87.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 51.2 52.6 52.2 54.9 57.7 58.4 59.2 58.9 59.7 60.4 60.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 70.4 71.9 72.1 72.6 73.0 73.5 74.6 75.1
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 18.5 18.1 17.7 17.4 17.3 17.3 16.9 16.8 16.6 16.4 16.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.6 2.6 2.8 4.5 4.3 4.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 32.3 32.1 31.6 30.9 30.6 29.9 29.9 30.6 31.7 32.0 30.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 53.3 53.2 52.9 52.8 52.4 52.7 52.7 52.6 52.6 52.9 53.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 38.0 38.5 39.3 39.7 40.3 40.2 40.5 40.8 41.1 41.4 41.1
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.7 8.3 7.8 7.5 7.3 7.1 6.8 6.6 6.4 5.8 5.6
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.7 77.3 77.9 78.8 78.4 79.1 80.0 80.4 80.9 81.3 81.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 44.9 45.8 47.2 48.0 48.2 48.8 49.5 50.2 52.3 52.2 52.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 92.8 92.9 93.0 93.1 91.7 92.1 92.5 92.5 92.4 92.5 92.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 57.4 58.2 57.6 60.2 61.2 62.1 62.9 62.7 63.2 63.5 63.1
20. Total unemployment (000) 1360 1181 956 859 822 914 959 952 863 791 815
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 13.1 11.2 9.0 7.9 7.5 8.1 8.2 8.0 7.0 6.3 6.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 29.7 25.9 20.5 18.1 17.3 19.2 20.2 19.4 16.7 15.0 15.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 6.1 4.9 3.6 2.8 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.2 1.4 1.2 1.1
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
14.9 13.2 11.0 9.8 8.0 9.0 9.7 9.4 8.7 7.8 7.9241
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 20039 20111 20217 20382 20602 20891 21221 21547 21873 22193 22569
2. Population aged 15-64 13446 13499 13571 13681 13834 14046 14273 14500 14736 14963 15212
3. Total employment (000) 4964 5231 5588 6017 6287 6532 6867 7248 7701 8101 8475
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 4648 4839 5219 5650 5962 6230 6605 6997 7540 7958 8323
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 34.6 35.8 38.5 41.3 43.1 44.4 46.3 48.3 51.2 53.2 54.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 20.6 21.6 24.6 26.7 27.5 28.0 28.6 29.3 32.8 34.4 33.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 43.8 45.1 47.9 51.0 52.9 54.4 56.6 58.9 61.5 63.7 65.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 18.0 18.8 18.9 20.2 21.7 21.9 23.3 24.6 27.4 28.7 30.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 37.5 38.9 40.3 41.9 43.5 44.9 46.8 48.5
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.0 14.6 13.6 13.1 12.9 12.3 11.9 11.8 11.6 11.0 10.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 17.0 16.8 17.1 16.8 16.8 16.8 17.1 17.9 24.2 23.2 22.8
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 35.5 34.6 35.0 34.2 34.7 34.8 34.6 35.2 35.7 36.7 33.1
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 82.1 82.5 82.6 82.0 82.5 82.7 83.4 84.0 84.4 85.6 85.8
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 12.7 12.6 12.9 13.6 13.3 13.3 12.7 12.4 12.1 11.2 11.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.2 4.9 4.5 4.4 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.6 3.5 3.2 2.9
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 48.2 48.9 50.0 52.0 50.9 53.1 55.1 56.8 58.3 60.2 61.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 37.9 37.7 39.0 39.7 37.7 38.5 39.2 39.8 42.9 43.9 43.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 58.8 59.5 60.7 62.8 61.3 64.1 66.5 68.3 69.0 71.2 72.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 20.7 21.4 21.2 22.7 23.7 24.4 25.7 27.2 29.6 31.0 32.5
20. Total unemployment (000) 1425 1364 1203 1121 1055 1181 1215 1192 1050 1046 1019
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 22.6 21.1 18.0 16.0 14.8 15.7 15.3 14.3 12.2 11.6 10.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 45.1 42.4 36.3 32.5 31.2 31.1 30.8 30.1 23.4 21.6 21.9
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 13.0 11.6 9.0 7.4 6.0 5.9 5.7 5.0 3.4 2.8 2.5
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
17.3 16.2 14.4 13.0 10.1 10.5 10.6 10.5 10.1 9.5 9.5
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: EU LFS indicators: 2005 break in series due to the questionnaire revision, the impact has been estimated at +0,4 percentage point on employment rate (16-64 years old), +0.2 
p.p. on activity rate (16-64 years old) and -0,4 p.p. on unemployment rate.242
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: France
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 56549 56661 56943 57326 57726 57987 58824 59275 59605 59948 60283
2. Population aged 15-64 36927 36976 37172 37430 37682 37825 38420 38777 38989 39274 39493
3. Total employment (000) 22879 23227 23697 24332 24765 24919 24950 24977 25089 25296 25593
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 21994 22242 22645 23237 23659 23840 24580 24716 24897 25068 25510
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.6 60.2 60.9 62.1 62.8 63.0 64.0 63.7 63.9 63.8 64.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 24.8 25.6 27.1 28.6 29.5 29.9 31.4 30.8 30.7 30.2 31.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 76.7 77.1 77.7 78.8 79.4 79.5 80.4 80.5 80.7 81.2 82.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 29.0 28.3 28.8 29.9 31.9 34.7 37.0 37.6 38.7 38.1 38.3
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 58.7 59.9 60.4 59.7 59.3 59.2 58.9 59.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 10.1 9.7 9.5 9.2 8.9 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.9 9.0 8.9
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 17.0 17.3 17.1 16.7 16.3 16.4 16.5 16.7 17.1 17.2 17.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 13.4 13.9 14.5 15.2 14.6 13.5 13.6 13.5 14.1 14.1 14.4
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 72.7 73.2 73.8 74.1 74.4 74.8 75.2 75.6 75.9 76.1 76.4
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 22.9 22.5 22.1 21.9 21.8 21.5 21.1 20.8 20.5 20.4 20.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.4 4.3 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.3
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.1 68.4 68.7 68.7 68.7 69.1 69.9 69.9 70.1 70.0 70.2
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 34.4 34.6 35.7 35.6 36.2 36.9 38.4 38.3 38.5 38.4 38.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 86.2 86.4 86.4 86.3 86.1 86.3 87.0 87.3 87.6 87.8 88.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 31.5 30.9 31.2 32.1 33.8 36.7 38.9 39.9 40.9 40.5 40.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 2940 2837 2711 2385 2226 2334 2478 2583 2599 2605 2374
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 11.5 11.0 10.4 9.0 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.3 9.2 9.2 8.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 27.8 25.1 22.9 19.6 18.9 19.3 19.1 20.4 21.0 22.1 19.4
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.6 4.5 4.1 3.5 2.9 3.0 3.5 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.6 9.1 8.6 7.0 6.6 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.8 8.2 7.3
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 27345 27405 27575 27789 28010 28152 28571 28799 28963 29135 29305
2. Population aged 15-64 18178 18202 18331 18485 18631 18697 19000 19193 19276 19418 19532
3. Total employment (000) 12676 12817 13055 13396 13605 13584 13485 13464 13471 13532 13593
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 12169 12264 12466 12786 12992 12986 13273 13313 13362 13403 13538
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 66.9 67.4 68.0 69.2 69.7 69.5 69.9 69.4 69.3 69.0 69.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 27.4 28.4 30.3 31.9 33.3 33.6 34.6 34.1 34.2 33.8 34.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 86.0 86.1 86.5 87.7 88.1 87.4 87.7 87.6 87.6 87.9 88.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 33.2 32.5 32.3 33.6 36.2 38.7 40.8 41.4 41.6 40.5 40.5
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 69.1 70.3 70.4 68.3 67.9 67.3 66.9 67.0
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 12.1 11.8 11.5 11.2 10.9 10.9 10.9 11.1 11.3 11.4 11.5
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.5 5.6 5.5 5.3 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.4 5.8 5.8 5.7
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.4 13.0 13.7 14.2 13.2 11.9 12.1 12.3 13.3 13.4 13.3
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 62.5 63.1 63.7 64.0 64.3 64.5 64.9 65.6 65.6 65.3 65.7
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 31.9 31.4 31.0 30.9 30.9 30.7 30.3 29.8 29.7 30.0 29.9
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.5 5.4 5.2 5.0 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.4
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.1 75.2 75.3 75.2 75.2 75.5 75.6 75.4 75.4 75.1 74.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 36.9 37.5 39.2 38.8 39.9 40.9 42.0 42.0 42.3 42.2 42.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 94.9 94.6 94.4 94.2 94.0 93.8 93.9 94.0 94.0 94.2 94.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 36.2 35.4 35.1 36.0 38.3 41.2 42.9 43.8 43.9 43.1 42.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 1397 1323 1260 1076 1010 1121 1201 1245 1253 1269 1171
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.0 9.4 8.9 7.5 7.0 7.7 8.1 8.4 8.4 8.4 7.8
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 25.3 22.7 21.1 17.6 17.0 17.8 18.6 19.6 19.9 20.8 18.7
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.9 3.8 3.4 2.8 2.4 2.6 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.6 3.1
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.6 9.1 8.9 6.9 6.6 7.2 7.4 7.9 8.1 8.5 7.6243
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 29204 29257 29368 29537 29716 29835 30253 30476 30642 30813 30978
2. Population aged 15-64 18749 18775 18842 18945 19051 19128 19421 19584 19714 19856 19961
3. Total employment (000) 10204 10410 10642 10936 11160 11335 11465 11513 11618 11764 12000
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 9825 9979 10178 10451 10667 10854 11307 11403 11535 11666 11972
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 52.4 53.1 54.0 55.2 56.0 56.7 58.2 58.2 58.5 58.8 60.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 22.3 22.8 23.9 25.3 25.7 26.2 28.1 27.4 27.1 26.6 28.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 67.7 68.3 69.0 70.1 71.1 71.7 73.2 73.6 74.0 74.7 76.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 25.0 24.4 25.4 26.3 27.8 30.8 33.3 34.0 36.0 35.9 36.2
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 48.7 50.0 50.9 51.8 51.2 51.7 51.4 52.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 7.5 7.2 6.9 6.7 6.4 6.3 6.2 6.2 6.1 6.1 6.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 31.2 31.6 31.4 30.8 30.1 29.8 29.6 29.9 30.2 30.2 30.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 14.5 14.8 15.4 16.4 16.2 15.3 15.2 14.8 15.0 14.8 15.4
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 84.8 85.2 85.6 86.1 86.2 86.8 87.0 87.1 87.7 88.4 88.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 12.1 11.8 11.5 11.3 11.2 10.8 10.6 10.4 10.1 9.6 9.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.1
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.2 61.9 62.3 62.4 62.4 63.0 64.3 64.6 64.9 65.0 65.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 31.9 31.9 32.3 32.3 32.4 32.9 34.6 34.6 34.6 34.6 35.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 77.8 78.4 78.6 78.5 78.5 78.9 80.3 80.9 81.3 81.7 82.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 27.2 26.7 27.5 28.3 29.5 32.3 35.1 36.2 37.9 38.0 38.1
20. Total unemployment (000) 1543 1514 1451 1310 1217 1214 1277 1338 1346 1336 1203
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 13.2 12.8 12.1 10.8 9.9 9.7 9.9 10.3 10.2 10.1 8.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 30.6 27.7 25.0 21.9 21.3 21.1 19.8 21.5 22.3 23.6 20.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.5 5.3 4.9 4.3 3.6 3.4 3.9 4.2 4.3 4.2 3.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.6 9.0 8.4 7.0 6.7 6.8 6.5 7.2 7.4 7.9 6.9
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).244
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Italy
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 56746 56857 56906 57044 57229 57382 57399 57442 58077 58435 58880
2. Population aged 15-64 38648 38676 38633 38642 38645 38676 38692 38292 38588 38726 38946
3. Total employment (000) 22035 22252 22494 22930 23393 23793 24150 24256 24396 24882 25165
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 19837 20091 20357 20753 21169 21478 21710 22060 22214 22619 22846
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 51.3 51.9 52.7 53.7 54.8 55.5 56.1 57.6 57.6 58.4 58.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 25.2 25.7 25.7 26.4 26.3 25.8 25.2 27.6 25.7 25.5 24.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 65.7 66.3 67.0 68.0 69.2 70.1 70.7 72.2 72.3 73.3 73.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 27.9 27.7 27.6 27.7 28.0 28.9 30.3 30.5 31.4 32.5 33.8
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 51.7 52.7 53.6 54.3 54.3 54.4 55.4 55.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 26.8 26.7 26.4 26.4 26.0 25.5 25.6 25.7 24.7 24.4 24.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 6.8 7.3 7.9 8.4 8.4 8.6 8.5 12.7 12.8 13.3 13.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.9 8.6 9.5 10.1 9.8 9.9 9.9 11.8 12.3 13.1 13.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 64.2 64.5 65.1 65.8 66.1 66.4 66.8 67.0 67.0 67.3 67.5
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 30.3 30.3 29.9 29.4 29.2 29.1 29.0 28.8 28.8 28.5 28.5
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.6 5.3 4.9 4.8 4.7 4.5 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.0
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 58.2 59.0 59.6 60.1 60.6 61.1 61.5 62.7 62.5 62.7 62.5
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 38.3 38.8 38.3 38.4 36.6 35.5 34.6 36.1 33.8 32.5 30.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 72.4 73.2 73.8 74.3 75.1 75.7 76.3 77.5 77.4 77.8 77.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 29.2 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.2 30.2 31.5 31.8 32.6 33.4 34.6
20. Total unemployment (000) 2584 2634 2559 2388 2164 2062 2048 1960 1889 1673 1506
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 11.3 11.3 10.9 10.1 9.1 8.6 8.4 8.0 7.7 6.8 6.1
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 30.2 29.9 28.7 27.0 24.1 23.1 23.7 23.5 24.0 21.6 20.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 7.3 6.8 6.7 6.3 5.7 5.1 4.9 4.0 3.9 3.4 2.9
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
13.1 13.1 12.6 11.9 10.3 9.7 9.4 8.5 8.1 7.0 6.3
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 27462 27541 27567 27651 27764 27858 27873 27830 28192 28406 28629
2. Population aged 15-64 19174 19220 19206 19232 19258 19293 19309 19047 19248 19355 19467
3. Total employment (000) 14192 14254 14305 14485 14630 14816 14990 14747 14854 15088 15233
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 12748 12840 12920 13076 13201 13332 13438 13353 13460 13647 13762
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 66.5 66.8 67.3 68.0 68.5 69.1 69.6 70.1 69.9 70.5 70.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 30.2 30.7 30.3 30.7 30.4 30.3 29.7 32.1 30.4 30.6 29.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 83.9 84.0 84.3 84.9 85.5 86.0 86.5 86.7 86.6 87.2 87.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 42.0 41.4 41.2 40.9 40.4 41.3 42.8 42.2 42.7 43.7 45.1
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 67.0 67.6 68.4 69.0 68.9 69.0 69.9 69.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 29.7 29.7 29.4 29.7 29.5 29.1 29.1 29.1 28.4 28.0 27.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 3.1 3.4 3.5 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.2 4.8 4.6 4.7 5.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.9 7.5 8.2 8.7 8.3 8.4 8.2 9.9 10.5 11.2 11.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 58.2 58.3 58.5 59.0 59.0 59.1 59.2 58.2 57.9 58.1 58.0
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.0 36.1 36.1 35.7 35.8 35.9 36.1 36.9 37.3 37.1 37.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.9 5.6 5.4 5.3 5.2 5.0 4.7 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.7
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 73.2 73.6 73.8 74.1 74.1 74.3 74.7 74.9 74.6 74.6 74.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 43.1 43.8 42.8 42.5 40.6 39.9 39.2 40.5 38.7 37.8 36.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 90.0 90.3 90.5 90.6 90.7 91.0 91.5 91.4 91.2 91.3 91.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 43.9 43.5 43.2 42.7 42.3 43.0 44.4 44.0 44.3 45.0 46.3
20. Total unemployment (000) 1232 1248 1202 1118 1008 959 936 925 902 801 722
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.7 8.8 8.4 7.8 7.1 6.7 6.5 6.4 6.2 5.4 4.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 25.4 25.4 24.7 23.1 20.4 19.4 20.5 20.6 21.5 19.1 18.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.6 5.3 5.2 4.8 4.4 4.0 3.8 2.9 2.9 2.6 2.2
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
12.8 13.0 12.5 11.7 10.2 9.6 9.5 8.4 8.3 7.2 6.6245
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 29284 29316 29339 29393 29465 29524 29525 29612 29885 30030 30251
2. Population aged 15-64 19475 19457 19428 19410 19388 19383 19384 19245 19340 19371 19479
3. Total employment (000) 7842 7998 8189 8445 8764 8977 9159 9509 9542 9794 9932
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 7089 7250 7437 7677 7968 8146 8272 8706 8754 8971 9084
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 36.4 37.3 38.3 39.6 41.1 42.0 42.7 45.2 45.3 46.3 46.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 20.3 20.7 21.3 22.1 22.1 21.3 20.6 23.1 20.8 20.1 19.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 47.6 48.5 49.6 50.9 52.8 54.0 54.9 57.8 57.9 59.3 59.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 14.8 15.0 15.0 15.3 16.2 17.3 18.5 19.6 20.8 21.9 23.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 36.7 38.1 39.2 39.9 40.2 40.3 41.4 41.5
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 21.5 21.4 21.0 20.6 20.1 19.7 19.8 20.3 19.1 18.9 18.5
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 13.4 14.3 15.6 16.5 16.6 16.9 17.3 25.0 25.6 26.5 26.9
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.4 10.3 11.5 12.2 11.9 12.0 12.2 14.5 14.7 15.8 15.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 74.7 75.2 76.4 77.0 77.5 78.1 78.9 80.1 80.7 81.1 81.5
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 20.2 20.2 19.4 19.0 18.5 18.1 17.8 16.6 16.1 15.7 15.4
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.1 4.7 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.1
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 43.5 44.6 45.5 46.3 47.3 47.9 48.3 50.6 50.4 50.8 50.7
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 33.6 33.9 34.0 34.3 32.6 31.0 29.9 31.7 28.7 26.9 25.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 54.6 56.0 57.1 57.9 59.3 60.3 60.9 63.6 63.6 64.3 64.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 15.5 15.7 15.8 16.1 16.9 18.1 19.3 20.4 21.5 22.5 23.5
20. Total unemployment (000) 1352 1386 1358 1271 1157 1103 1112 1036 986 873 784
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 15.3 15.4 14.8 13.6 12.2 11.5 11.3 10.5 10.1 8.8 7.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 36.2 35.5 33.8 31.9 28.7 27.8 27.6 27.2 27.4 25.3 23.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 10.0 9.1 9.0 8.4 7.6 6.9 6.6 5.5 5.2 4.5 3.9
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
13.3 13.2 12.7 12.1 10.5 9.7 9.2 8.6 7.9 6.8 6.0
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: EU LFS indicators: 2004 break in series.246
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Cyprus
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 668 674 681 690 714 727 737 752
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 438 444 449 460 479 494 500 518
3. Total employment (000) 299 304 310 315 322 328 341 354 366 373 385
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 288 301 308 318 330 338 348 368
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 65.7 67.8 68.6 69.2 68.9 68.5 69.6 71.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 37.0 38.4 37.0 37.6 37.5 36.7 37.4 37.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 78.3 80.8 82.2 82.6 82.4 81.8 82.6 83.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 49.4 49.1 49.4 50.4 49.9 50.6 53.6 55.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 64.0 66.2 67.4 67.8 68.0 66.9 67.9 69.7
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 23.5 23.3 23.1 23.2 22.8 22.2 22.8 22.6 22.1 20.6 19.7
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : 6.5 8.4 8.4 7.2 8.9 8.6 8.9 7.7 7.3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : 10.3 10.7 10.8 9.1 12.5 12.9 14.0 13.1 13.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 70.1 71.3 72.4 73.3 74.2 74.0 74.2 74.1 74.7 75.4 75.1
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 23.4 22.5 21.6 20.7 20.1 19.9 20.3 20.4 20.3 20.4 20.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.4 6.3 6.1 6.0 5.7 6.1 5.5 5.5 5.0 4.2 4.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 69.1 70.6 71.2 72.4 72.6 72.4 73.0 73.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 41.0 41.8 40.2 41.3 42.4 42.6 41.5 41.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 81.9 83.5 84.7 85.8 86.0 85.7 86.2 86.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 51.3 51.7 51.3 52.7 52.4 52.4 55.5 57.7
20. Total unemployment (000) : : : 15 12 12 14 16 19 17 15
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 4.9 3.8 3.6 4.1 4.6 5.2 4.6 3.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 10.1 8.1 8.1 8.9 10.5 13.0 10.5 9.8
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 1.2 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 4.1 3.4 3.2 3.7 4.9 5.9 4.1 4.2
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 324 327 330 333 347 354 360 367
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 211 214 216 221 232 240 244 252
3. Total employment (000) : : : 184 183 184 189 200 208 209 213
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 166 170 171 174 185 190 194 202
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 78.7 79.3 78.9 78.8 79.8 79.2 79.4 80.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 39.6 39.8 38.0 38.7 41.6 40.5 41.0 39.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 92.6 93.4 93.0 92.2 92.5 91.8 92.0 92.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 67.3 66.9 67.3 68.9 70.8 70.8 71.6 72.5
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 78.9 79.3 79.5 79.3 80.3 79.7 79.7 80.0
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 28.5 28.4 27.6 28.9 28.2 27.3 25.6 25.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : 3.4 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.5 4.8 5.0 4.3 4.4
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : 8.2 7.6 7.1 5.8 8.1 8.5 9.0 7.9 7.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 65.8 65.8 65.2 64.6 64.0 64.6 65.6 64.2
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 27.5 27.7 27.7 28.7 29.4 29.3 29.1 29.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 6.7 6.5 7.1 6.6 6.6 6.1 5.3 6.2
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 81.4 81.5 81.3 82.2 83.0 82.9 82.7 82.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 42.4 42.5 41.3 42.6 46.3 46.6 45.0 43.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 95.3 95.3 95.2 95.2 95.2 95.3 95.3 95.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 69.6 69.5 69.7 73.2 74.2 73.2 74.1 74.8
20. Total unemployment (000) : : : 65577987
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 3.2 2.6 2.9 3.6 3.6 4.3 4.0 3.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 6.9 6.3 7.9 8.8 9.4 11.9 9.9 10.4
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 2.8 2.7 3.3 3.9 4.7 6.1 4.0 4.8247
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 344 347 351 356 367 373 377 386
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 227 230 233 239 247 254 257 266
3. Total employment (000) : : : 131 139 144 152 154 159 164 172
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 122 132 138 144 145 148 155 166
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 53.5 57.2 59.1 60.4 58.7 58.4 60.3 62.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 34.7 37.1 36.0 36.6 33.8 33.2 34.1 36.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 64.6 69.0 72.0 73.6 72.8 72.2 73.6 75.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 32.1 32.2 32.2 32.7 30.0 31.5 36.6 40.3
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 50.2 54.1 56.3 57.2 56.6 55.0 56.7 59.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 15.8 15.4 15.3 15.1 15.2 15.3 14.2 12.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : 11.1 13.9 12.9 11.3 13.2 13.6 14.0 12.1 10.9
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : 12.9 14.3 14.8 12.7 17.1 17.7 19.5 19.0 19.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 83.5 85.0 84.9 85.8 86.7 87.5 87.7 88.5
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 11.5 10.4 10.1 10.1 9.2 8.8 9.4 9.0
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 5.1 4.6 4.9 4.1 4.1 3.6 2.9 2.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 57.7 60.6 61.8 63.3 62.8 62.5 63.8 65.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 39.9 41.2 39.2 40.2 39.0 39.0 38.3 39.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 69.0 72.3 74.9 76.9 77.2 76.5 77.4 78.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 33.7 34.7 33.8 33.2 31.6 32.8 37.8 41.6
20. Total unemployment (000) : : : 10 8779 1 0 98
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 7.2 5.3 4.5 4.8 6.0 6.5 5.4 4.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 13.0 9.7 8.3 9.1 11.6 14.2 11.2 9.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 2.2 1.1 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.7 1.2 0.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 5.1 4.1 3.1 3.6 5.1 5.7 4.3 3.7
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).248
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Latvia
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 2424 2402 2384 2366 2344 2330 2319 2305 2294 2281
2. Population aged 15-64 : 1602 1601 1600 1594 1590 1588 1587 1583 1580 1573
3. Total employment (000) 993 991 973 944 965 987 997 1008 1024 1073 1111
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 959 941 920 935 960 982 988 1002 1047 1075
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 59.9 58.8 57.5 58.6 60.4 61.8 62.3 63.3 66.3 68.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 33.3 32.3 29.6 28.8 31.0 31.5 30.5 32.6 35.9 38.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 76.0 74.6 73.6 75.4 76.1 77.7 77.9 78.4 81.1 82.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 36.3 36.6 36.0 36.9 41.7 44.1 47.9 49.5 53.3 57.7
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 56.0 57.6 59.9 61.1 60.8 62.3 65.7 67.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 18.9 17.6 16.5 15.0 15.0 13.8 13.0 13.2 11.6 11.7 10.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 12.8 12.1 11.3 10.3 9.7 10.3 10.4 8.3 6.5 6.4
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 8.0 7.6 6.7 6.7 13.9 11.1 9.5 8.4 7.1 4.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 53.6 55.9 58.0 59.8 59.2 60.4 60.8 60.9 62.3 61.8 62.0
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 25.3 25.5 25.5 25.9 26.0 24.8 25.9 26.5 26.5 26.8 28.2
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 21.0 18.7 16.5 14.3 14.8 14.9 13.3 12.5 11.2 11.4 9.9
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 69.8 68.5 67.2 67.7 68.8 69.2 69.7 69.6 71.3 72.8
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 45.0 42.5 38.1 36.9 39.1 38.4 37.2 37.7 40.8 43.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 87.1 86.0 85.5 86.2 85.7 86.3 86.3 85.6 86.4 87.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 40.6 39.9 39.7 41.4 46.3 47.9 52.3 53.8 57.1 60.3
20. Total unemployment (000) 178 165 158 150 143 137 119 118 101 80 71
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 14.3 14.0 13.7 12.9 12.2 10.5 10.4 8.9 6.8 6.0
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 26.8 23.6 21.4 23.0 22.0 18.0 18.1 13.6 12.2 10.7
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 7.9 7.6 7.9 7.2 5.5 4.4 4.6 4.1 2.5 1.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 11.7 10.2 8.5 8.2 8.1 6.9 6.8 5.1 5.0 4.6
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 1117 1105 1098 1089 1078 1071 1068 1062 1057 1052
2. Population aged 15-64 : 765 765 765 764 762 761 764 763 763 761
3. Total employment (000) : 513 506 483 487 504 512 516 528 550 569
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 498 490 471 473 490 503 507 515 537 552
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 65.1 64.1 61.5 61.9 64.3 66.1 66.4 67.6 70.4 72.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 37.7 36.9 34.7 32.8 36.4 37.1 36.4 38.7 42.8 43.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 79.5 77.8 74.8 76.7 78.1 80.7 80.4 81.7 83.7 85.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 48.1 49.9 48.4 46.2 50.5 51.3 55.8 55.2 59.5 64.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 60.7 61.5 63.5 66.3 66.8 66.7 68.8 72.1
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : 18.7 17.6 16.4 17.1 15.6 14.9 14.3 13.4 13.4 13.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 12.5 11.0 9.7 8.6 7.6 7.9 7.7 6.3 4.7 4.9
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 10.2 10.0 8.8 8.5 17.0 13.1 11.6 10.7 8.8 5.5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 46.8 48.7 50.2 48.1 48.5 49.0 49.5 50.0 48.3 47.6
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 32.1 32.9 33.6 34.0 33.1 34.2 35.2 35.5 37.4 40.2
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 21.1 18.5 16.2 18.0 18.4 16.8 15.4 14.5 14.4 12.3
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 76.4 75.1 72.7 72.6 74.1 74.1 74.3 74.4 76.2 77.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 50.0 49.0 44.1 42.2 44.6 44.5 43.3 43.8 47.8 48.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 91.4 90.2 88.2 89.0 89.2 89.7 89.7 89.4 90.0 91.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 55.8 54.4 54.0 52.9 57.1 56.1 60.4 61.0 64.4 67.9
20. Total unemployment (000) 99 90 85 82 80 78 61 62 53 45 39
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 15.1 14.4 14.4 14.2 13.3 10.6 10.6 9.1 7.4 6.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 27.4 25.5 21.2 23.4 20.4 16.6 16.0 11.8 10.5 11.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 8.3 7.6 8.3 8.1 6.4 4.3 4.8 4.4 3.0 1.9
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 12.3 12.1 9.4 9.4 8.2 7.4 6.9 5.2 5.0 5.5249
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 1307 1297 1286 1277 1266 1258 1251 1244 1237 1230
2. Population aged 15-64 : 836 836 835 831 828 826 823 820 817 812
3. Total employment (000) : 478 467 462 478 483 486 492 496 523 542
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 461 451 449 462 471 478 482 487 510 523
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 55.1 53.9 53.8 55.7 56.8 57.9 58.5 59.3 62.4 64.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 28.8 27.6 24.4 24.6 25.4 25.7 24.4 26.2 28.7 33.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 72.7 71.6 72.5 74.3 74.3 74.9 75.5 75.3 78.6 79.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 27.5 26.6 26.7 30.0 35.2 38.8 41.9 45.3 48.7 52.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 51.6 54.1 56.7 56.5 55.2 58.1 62.5 63.3
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : 16.3 15.4 13.6 12.8 11.9 11.0 12.1 9.7 9.9 8.5
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 13.1 13.2 12.8 11.9 12.0 12.7 13.2 10.4 8.3 8.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 5.7 5.1 4.6 5.0 10.8 9.1 7.3 6.2 5.4 2.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 65.5 68.1 69.9 70.6 72.6 73.0 72.9 75.4 76.1 77.1
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 18.4 17.5 17.8 17.8 16.2 17.2 17.5 16.9 15.7 15.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 16.1 14.4 12.4 11.6 11.2 9.7 9.6 7.7 8.2 7.3
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 63.9 62.4 62.1 63.2 63.9 64.7 65.3 65.1 66.7 68.3
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 39.8 35.8 31.9 31.5 33.4 32.1 31.0 31.3 33.6 36.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 83.2 82.2 83.1 83.5 82.3 83.0 83.1 82.0 82.9 83.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 29.2 29.1 29.0 32.8 38.2 41.8 46.1 48.5 51.6 54.6
20. Total unemployment (000) 79 75 73 68 62 60 57 56 48 35 32
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 13.6 13.6 12.9 11.5 11.0 10.4 10.2 8.7 6.2 5.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 26.0 20.8 21.6 22.3 24.3 20.0 21.3 16.2 14.7 10.0
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 7.5 7.6 7.5 6.3 4.6 4.4 4.3 3.7 1.9 1.2
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 11.1 8.1 7.5 6.9 8.1 6.4 6.6 5.1 4.9 3.7
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).250
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Lithuania
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 3563 3537 3513 3483 3453 3445 3434 3424 3403 3385
2. Population aged 15-64 : 2344 2330 2319 2312 2303 2305 2311 2322 2321 2319
3. Total employment (000) 1502 1490 1457 1399 1346 1395 1426 1425 1461 1486 1515
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 1460 1438 1370 1329 1379 1408 1413 1454 1476 1506
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 62.3 61.7 59.1 57.5 59.9 61.1 61.2 62.6 63.6 64.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 33.1 31.1 25.9 22.7 23.8 22.5 20.3 21.2 23.7 25.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 78.2 77.6 75.2 74.1 76.9 78.9 79.4 81.0 81.7 82.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 39.5 40.9 40.4 38.9 41.6 44.7 47.1 49.2 49.6 53.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 59.4 58.0 60.3 62.0 60.3 62.4 63.3 65.0
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 23.6 20.4 20.1 19.7 19.9 20.2 20.5 18.7 17.1 15.8 14.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 10.2 9.9 10.8 9.6 8.4 7.1 9.9 8.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : : 4.4 5.8 7.2 7.2 6.3 5.5 4.5 3.5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 54.3 52.2 53.5 54.7 55.8 54.9 54.2 56.2 57.1 58.1 59.0
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 28.1 28.6 27.2 26.7 26.9 27.3 28.0 28.0 28.9 29.5 30.2
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 17.6 19.1 19.3 18.7 17.2 17.8 17.8 15.8 14.0 12.4 10.8
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 72.1 72.2 70.8 69.7 69.6 69.9 69.1 68.4 67.4 67.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 43.2 42.2 36.9 33.1 30.9 30.0 26.2 25.1 26.3 27.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 89.8 90.0 89.0 88.5 88.5 88.8 88.7 87.9 86.2 86.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 42.4 43.4 45.1 44.9 46.9 50.5 52.6 52.8 52.9 55.6
20. Total unemployment (000) : 226 235 277 273 219 204 184 133 89 69
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 13.2 13.7 16.4 16.5 13.5 12.4 11.4 8.3 5.6 4.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 25.5 26.4 30.6 30.9 22.5 25.1 22.7 15.7 9.8 8.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 7.5 5.3 8.0 9.3 7.2 6.0 5.8 4.3 2.5 1.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 10.2 11.1 11.0 10.4 7.1 7.5 5.9 3.9 2.6 2.2
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 1672 1658 1645 1626 1611 1607 1601 1597 1587 1577
2. Population aged 15-64 : 1128 1121 1116 1109 1104 1108 1113 1119 1121 1121
3. Total employment (000) : : : 688 661 702 720 728 744 749 768
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 747 721 675 653 692 709 720 740 743 761
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 66.2 64.3 60.5 58.9 62.7 64.0 64.7 66.1 66.3 67.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 37.4 33.8 28.9 24.6 27.1 26.3 24.0 24.8 26.4 29.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 79.2 77.3 74.0 73.3 78.0 79.8 81.7 83.3 84.1 84.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 54.4 54.4 50.6 49.2 51.5 55.3 57.6 59.1 55.7 60.8
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 61.6 59.9 64.4 65.8 64.8 66.9 67.3 68.7
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 22.7 23.9 23.4 23.8 21.0 19.4 17.8 16.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 9.2 8.4 9.4 7.4 6.5 5.1 7.9 7.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : : 5.9 7.6 9.8 9.6 8.7 7.6 6.4 4.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 44.2 44.7 44.7 44.5 46.3 46.5 45.9 45.9
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 33.4 33.6 33.9 34.3 35.6 36.9 39.6 40.7
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 22.4 21.7 21.4 21.2 18.2 16.6 14.6 13.4
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 78.2 76.6 74.5 73.7 73.6 73.5 72.8 72.1 70.5 71.0
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 50.9 47.4 42.2 38.3 35.2 34.1 30.9 29.5 29.3 31.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 92.4 91.0 89.9 89.7 90.5 90.5 90.7 90.1 88.7 87.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 58.2 59.0 58.1 59.0 59.8 62.0 63.7 63.8 59.9 63.4
20. Total unemployment (000) : 130 132 158 156 117 105 90 67 47 35
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 14.6 15.1 18.6 18.6 14.2 12.7 11.0 8.2 5.8 4.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 30.1 29.5 32.3 34.4 22.6 22.9 22.5 15.9 10.0 7.0
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 7.9 6.1 9.4 10.8 7.6 6.0 5.5 4.2 2.5 1.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 13.4 13.5 13.3 13.8 8.1 7.8 7.0 4.7 2.9 2.2251
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 1891 1879 1868 1856 1842 1839 1832 1827 1817 1808
2. Population aged 15-64 : 1216 1209 1204 1203 1200 1197 1197 1202 1200 1198
3. Total employment (000) : : : 711 685 693 706 698 717 737 747
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 713 717 695 676 687 699 693 714 733 745
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 58.6 59.4 57.7 56.2 57.2 58.4 57.8 59.4 61.0 62.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 28.6 28.2 22.8 20.9 20.5 18.5 16.5 17.4 20.9 20.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 77.4 77.9 76.3 74.8 75.8 78.0 77.3 78.8 79.5 80.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 28.3 30.6 32.6 31.1 34.1 36.7 39.3 41.7 45.1 47.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 57.3 56.2 56.5 58.4 56.1 58.1 59.5 61.5
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 16.8 16.0 17.0 17.2 16.3 14.7 13.9 11.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 11.1 11.4 12.3 11.8 10.5 9.1 12.0 10.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : : 3.1 4.2 4.9 4.8 3.9 3.6 2.7 2.3
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 64.8 66.6 65.2 64.0 66.5 68.0 70.5 72.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 20.2 20.5 20.7 21.5 20.2 20.7 19.4 19.5
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 15.0 13.0 14.1 14.4 13.3 11.3 10.1 8.1
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 66.5 68.2 67.3 66.0 65.8 66.5 65.6 64.9 64.6 65.0
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 35.5 36.9 31.5 27.8 26.6 25.8 21.4 20.5 23.1 22.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 87.3 89.1 88.2 87.4 86.7 87.2 86.8 85.8 83.8 84.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 30.4 31.6 35.2 34.3 37.2 41.8 44.2 44.5 47.6 49.7
20. Total unemployment (000) : 96 103 118 117 102 98 94 66 43 34
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 11.7 12.3 14.1 14.3 12.8 12.2 11.8 8.3 5.4 4.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 18.4 22.4 28.3 26.3 22.2 28.1 22.9 15.3 9.6 10.0
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 7.0 4.4 6.5 7.7 6.8 6.0 6.2 4.5 2.4 1.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 6.8 8.7 8.7 6.9 6.1 7.3 4.9 3.1 2.2 2.3
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicator 1: 1998-2001 estimate.252
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Luxembourg
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 416 420 425 430 433 436 443 446 450 456 454
2. Population aged 15-64 280 282 285 288 293 295 300 301 304 307 304
3. Total employment (000) 228 238 250 264 278 287 293 299 308 319 332
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 168 171 176 181 185 187 186 188 193 195 193
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.9 60.5 61.7 62.7 63.1 63.4 62.2 62.5 63.6 63.6 63.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 34.5 32.9 31.8 31.9 32.3 31.2 27.0 23.3 24.9 23.3 22.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.4 75.1 76.9 78.2 78.7 79.0 77.8 79.3 80.7 81.0 81.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 23.9 25.1 26.4 26.7 25.6 28.1 30.3 30.4 31.7 33.2 32.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 60.4 60.0 60.9 58.3 58.2 59.2 59.7 59.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 8.2 7.9 7.7 7.3 7.0 6.9 6.8 6.7 6.5 6.3 6.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 8.2 9.1 9.8 10.4 10.4 10.7 13.4 16.4 17.4 17.1 18.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 4.1 4.9 5.2 5.3 5.6 5.1 3.1 4.8 5.3 6.1 6.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 72.1 73.0 74.3 75.4 76.1 76.2 76.5 76.9 77.1 76.9 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 25.9 25.3 24.1 23.1 22.5 22.4 22.0 21.7 21.5 21.7 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.0 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.4 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.6 62.1 63.2 64.1 64.4 65.2 64.6 65.8 66.6 66.7 66.3
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 37.2 35.2 34.1 34.1 34.5 33.8 30.4 28.0 28.8 27.8 26.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 76.1 76.9 78.5 79.7 80.0 81.0 80.4 83.0 83.9 84.5 84.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 24.1 25.3 26.7 27.0 25.7 28.2 30.7 30.9 32.4 33.6 33.6
20. Total unemployment (000) 5544457 1 0 9 1 0 1 0
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 2.7 2.7 2.4 2.3 2.0 2.7 3.7 5.1 4.5 4.7 4.7
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 7.9 6.9 6.9 7.1 7.1 7.7 11.0 16.8 13.7 16.2 17.5
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
2.7 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.6 3.3 4.7 3.9 4.5 4.1
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 206 208 211 212 214 216 219 221 223 232 226
2. Population aged 15-64 142 142 144 146 148 149 151 152 153 153 153
3. Total employment (000) 146 150 158 167 176 179 174 176 179 181 189
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 105 106 107 109 111 112 111 111 112 111 110
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.3 74.5 74.5 75.0 75.0 75.1 73.3 72.8 73.3 72.6 71.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.9 34.9 34.1 35.0 34.6 34.3 28.0 26.0 28.4 25.4 25.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 92.1 92.8 92.8 92.9 93.2 93.1 91.6 92.2 92.8 92.7 92.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 35.4 35.2 35.8 37.2 35.9 37.7 39.7 38.3 38.3 38.7 37.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 75.9 74.9 76.0 72.9 72.9 73.7 73.5 73.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 8.8 8.8 8.2 8.1 7.7 7.9 7.2 7.5 7.1 7.1 7.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 1.0 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.8 1.6 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.5 4.7 5.2 4.6 5.2 4.7 2.4 4.1 4.9 5.7 5.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 61.2 63.0 64.3 65.2 66.1 65.8 67.2 68.2 68.1 67.4 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.3 35.1 34.0 33.0 32.2 32.4 31.1 30.2 30.2 30.9 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.4 1.9 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.7 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.8 75.9 75.9 76.3 76.3 76.7 75.5 75.6 76.0 75.3 74.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 39.2 37.1 36.3 37.2 37.1 36.6 31.0 29.6 32.1 30.6 29.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.6 94.3 94.2 94.2 94.4 94.9 94.1 95.3 95.5 95.3 94.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 35.6 35.2 36.2 37.9 36.1 37.9 40.1 38.8 39.4 38.9 38.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 22222234445
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.7 2.0 3.0 3.7 3.5 3.5 4.0
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 6.5 6.5 6.1 6.5 7.5 6.1 9.7 12.0 11.7 17.0 16.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.8 1.2 1.2 1.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.5 2.3 3.0 3.6 3.8 5.2 4.3253
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 210 212 215 218 219 221 224 224 227 225 228
2. Population aged 15-64 139 140 141 142 145 146 148 149 151 154 151
3. Total employment (000) 82 88 92 97 103 109 119 123 129 138 143
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 63 65 69 71 74 76 76 77 81 84 83
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 45.3 46.2 48.6 50.1 50.9 51.6 50.9 51.9 53.7 54.6 55.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 32.1 30.8 29.4 28.8 29.8 28.0 26.1 20.5 21.3 21.2 18.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 56.1 56.9 60.5 63.0 63.9 64.6 63.8 66.2 68.4 69.5 70.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 12.9 15.5 17.2 16.4 15.2 18.4 20.6 22.2 24.9 27.8 28.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 44.6 45.1 45.7 43.7 43.3 44.4 46.1 44.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 7.1 6.5 6.7 6.0 5.8 5.3 6.1 5.5 5.7 5.2 5.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 21.0 22.0 24.0 25.1 25.8 25.3 30.7 36.3 38.2 36.2 38.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 5.0 5.2 5.2 6.6 6.4 5.6 4.2 5.8 5.8 6.6 7.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 91.2 90.2 91.7 92.7 92.6 92.6 91.7 90.8 91.3 91.5 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 7.6 8.4 6.9 6.3 6.5 6.5 7.3 8.1 7.7 7.4 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.0 1.0 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 47.1 48.1 50.3 51.6 52.2 53.6 53.5 55.8 57.0 58.2 57.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 35.1 33.2 31.7 30.9 31.8 30.9 29.7 26.4 25.5 25.0 22.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 58.0 59.1 62.3 64.7 65.3 66.8 66.5 70.4 72.2 73.8 73.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 13.0 15.8 17.4 16.4 15.2 18.5 21.2 22.6 25.1 28.5 28.5
20. Total unemployment (000) 33222346565
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 3.9 4.0 3.3 3.1 2.6 3.7 4.7 7.1 5.8 6.2 5.7
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 9.5 7.3 7.9 7.9 6.6 9.6 12.4 22.3 16.2 15.2 19.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.3 1.1 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.9 1.4 1.2 1.6 1.2
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
3.1 2.4 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.9 3.6 5.9 4.1 3.8 3.9
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicators 3 and 10: 2007 forecast.254
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Hungary
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 10075 10016 9972 9924 10038 10012 9980 9944 9932 9921 9907
2. Population aged 15-64 6833 6801 6783 6764 6851 6849 6836 6826 6815 6816 6800
3. Total employment (000) 3608 3672 3796 3844 3854 3856 3906 3879 3879 3905 3899
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3579 3653 3769 3806 3850 3850 3897 3875 3879 3906 3897
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 52.4 53.7 55.6 56.3 56.2 56.2 57.0 56.8 56.9 57.3 57.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 29.8 33.9 34.9 33.5 30.7 28.5 26.8 23.6 21.8 21.7 21.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 69.8 70.3 72.3 73.0 73.1 73.0 73.7 73.6 73.7 74.2 74.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 17.7 17.3 19.4 22.2 23.5 25.6 28.9 31.1 33.0 33.6 33.1
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 56.0 56.0 56.2 56.9 56.5 56.6 57.2 57.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.2 16.0 15.6 15.1 14.4 13.8 13.4 14.2 13.8 12.7 12.4
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.6 4.4 4.7 4.1 4.0 4.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.6 6.5 6.2 7.1 7.5 7.3 7.5 6.8 7.0 6.7 7.3
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 58.5 58.0 58.8 59.8 59.5 59.8 61.3 62.0 62.7 63.0 62.8
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 33.5 34.4 34.3 33.9 34.3 34.2 33.4 32.9 32.4 32.3 32.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.0 7.6 6.9 6.4 6.2 6.1 5.4 5.1 4.9 4.8 4.6
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 57.6 58.7 59.8 60.1 59.6 59.7 60.6 60.5 61.3 62.0 61.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 35.9 40.0 40.1 38.3 34.6 32.6 31.0 27.9 27.1 26.8 25.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 75.8 75.9 77.1 77.3 77.1 77.0 77.8 77.9 78.7 79.6 80.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 18.8 18.3 19.9 22.9 24.2 26.4 29.8 32.0 34.3 34.9 34.5
20. Total unemployment (000) 355 337 282 261 235 240 244 252 302 317 312
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.0 8.4 6.9 6.4 5.7 5.8 5.9 6.1 7.2 7.5 7.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 17.0 15.0 12.6 12.4 11.3 12.7 13.4 15.5 19.4 19.1 18.0
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.5 4.2 3.3 3.1 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.7 3.2 3.4 3.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
6.1 6.0 5.1 4.8 3.9 4.1 4.1 4.3 5.2 5.1 4.6
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 4799 4773 4750 4726 4756 4742 4722 4703 4698 4692 4691
2. Population aged 15-64 3334 3324 3315 3313 3340 3338 3329 3329 3328 3328 3319
3. Total employment (000) 2006 2022 2086 2111 2106 2104 2118 2106 2104 2124 2128
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1990 2011 2069 2089 2102 2100 2113 2102 2101 2122 2126
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.7 60.5 62.4 63.1 62.9 62.9 63.5 63.1 63.1 63.8 64.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 33.6 37.6 38.7 37.3 34.4 31.2 29.8 26.3 24.4 24.5 24.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 77.4 76.8 78.7 79.2 79.4 79.7 80.1 80.5 80.3 81.0 81.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 27.0 27.0 29.7 33.2 34.1 35.5 37.8 38.4 40.6 41.4 41.7
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 63.6 63.4 63.6 64.0 63.7 63.5 64.5 64.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 21.1 19.5 19.3 18.8 17.8 17.0 16.9 17.7 17.1 15.8 15.1
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 2.0 2.3 2.4 2.0 2.2 2.3 2.8 3.2 2.7 2.6 2.8
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.0 7.1 6.5 7.7 8.1 7.9 8.3 7.5 7.6 7.4 7.7
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 48.7 47.7 48.4 49.9 49.9 49.8 50.6 51.1 51.4 51.6 51.4
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 40.4 41.9 42.0 41.3 41.7 42.0 41.7 41.6 41.9 41.8 42.1
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 10.8 10.5 9.6 8.9 8.4 8.2 7.7 7.3 6.8 6.6 6.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 66.2 66.6 67.6 67.9 67.2 67.1 67.6 67.2 67.9 68.7 69.0
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 41.3 45.1 45.0 43.2 39.2 36.0 34.6 31.4 30.3 30.1 29.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.5 83.5 84.3 84.4 84.2 84.3 84.8 85.0 85.5 86.5 86.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 28.8 28.5 30.8 34.5 35.4 36.9 38.9 39.7 42.3 43.1 43.6
20. Total unemployment (000) 214 199 168 159 143 139 138 137 159 165 164
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.7 9.0 7.5 7.0 6.3 6.2 6.1 6.1 7.0 7.2 7.1
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 18.6 16.6 13.7 13.6 12.3 13.2 13.8 16.2 19.6 18.6 17.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.9 4.5 3.7 3.5 3.0 2.8 2.5 2.8 3.3 3.3 3.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
7.7 7.5 6.2 5.9 4.8 4.8 4.8 5.1 6.0 5.6 5.2255
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 5275 5243 5222 5199 5282 5270 5258 5241 5234 5228 5216
2. Population aged 15-64 3500 3477 3468 3452 3511 3512 3506 3497 3486 3488 3481
3. Total employment (000) 1602 1649 1711 1734 1748 1751 1788 1773 1775 1781 1771
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1588 1642 1700 1717 1747 1750 1785 1773 1777 1784 1772
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 45.4 47.2 49.0 49.7 49.8 49.8 50.9 50.7 51.0 51.1 50.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 26.0 30.2 31.1 29.7 26.9 25.8 23.8 20.8 19.2 18.8 17.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 62.5 63.9 66.1 66.9 67.0 66.5 67.4 67.0 67.2 67.6 67.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 10.3 9.6 11.3 13.3 14.9 17.6 21.8 25.0 26.7 27.1 26.2
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 48.7 48.8 49.1 50.0 49.5 49.9 50.2 50.1
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 12.4 11.6 11.2 10.5 10.2 10.0 9.2 10.1 9.8 9.1 9.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.6 5.5 5.5 5.2 5.2 5.1 6.2 6.3 5.8 5.6 5.8
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.1 5.8 5.8 6.5 6.8 6.6 6.7 6.1 6.4 6.0 6.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 70.9 70.6 71.4 71.7 71.1 71.7 73.9 74.9 76.1 76.4 76.6
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 24.7 25.3 25.0 24.9 25.5 24.7 23.5 22.6 21.2 20.9 21.1
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.4 4.1 3.7 3.3 3.4 3.6 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.3
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 49.3 51.2 52.3 52.7 52.4 52.7 53.9 54.0 55.1 55.5 55.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 30.5 34.7 35.0 33.3 29.9 29.3 27.3 24.3 23.8 23.4 21.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 67.2 68.6 70.0 70.4 70.1 69.9 71.0 70.9 72.1 72.9 73.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 10.8 10.2 11.4 13.5 15.1 18.0 22.4 25.8 27.7 28.2 27.3
20. Total unemployment (000) 140 138 114 102 92 101 106 116 143 152 148
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.1 7.8 6.3 5.6 5.0 5.4 5.6 6.1 7.4 7.8 7.7
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 14.8 13.0 11.2 10.8 10.0 11.9 12.8 14.4 19.0 19.8 18.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.0 3.8 2.9 2.5 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.6 3.2 3.4 3.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
4.5 4.5 4.0 3.6 3.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 4.5 4.6 4.1
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).256
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Malta
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 433 438 396 399 400 402 405 407
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 263 267 269 271 272 274 276 278
3. Total employment (000) : : : 146 149 150 151 151 153 154 158
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 143 145 147 147 147 148 152 155
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 54.2 54.3 54.4 54.2 54.0 53.9 54.8 55.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 52.8 52.3 50.5 47.2 46.2 45.3 44.7 46.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 60.6 61.0 61.6 61.8 62.1 62.4 64.4 65.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 28.5 29.4 30.1 32.5 31.5 30.8 30.0 28.3
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 54.2 53.4 53.7 53.0 52.6 51.1 53.0 52.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 11.8 11.2 11.2 11.5 11.8 11.8 11.8 11.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 6.8 7.4 8.3 9.2 8.7 9.6 10.1 11.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : : 4.1 4.0 4.3 3.6 4.0 4.5 3.8 5.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 62.3 62.0 63.1 63.7 :::::::
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 35.7 36.0 35.0 34.3 :::::::
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 :::::::
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 58.0 58.1 58.5 58.6 58.2 58.1 59.2 59.5
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 58.7 60.8 58.8 56.5 55.3 54.4 53.3 53.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 64.3 63.8 65.0 65.4 65.3 65.7 68.0 69.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 29.6 30.1 30.7 33.4 32.3 31.9 30.8 29.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 10 10 11 10 12 12 12 12 12 12 11
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 6.7 7.6 7.5 7.6 7.4 7.3 7.3 6.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 13.7 18.8 17.1 17.2 16.8 16.4 16.3 13.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 4.4 3.7 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.4 2.9 2.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 5.9 8.5 8.3 9.3 9.2 9.1 8.6 7.1
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 211 213 196 198 198 199 201 202
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 132 134 135 136 137 138 139 140
3. Total employment (000) : : : 102 105 104 105 105 105 106 106
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 99 103 101 102 103 102 104 104
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 75.0 76.2 74.7 74.5 75.1 73.8 74.5 74.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 53.4 54.3 51.7 49.1 50.4 46.7 47.3 48.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 88.1 90.0 88.5 88.3 88.8 88.9 89.8 90.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 50.8 50.4 50.8 53.8 53.4 50.8 50.4 46.2
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 76.5 76.3 75.7 75.3 75.5 72.0 74.4 72.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 14.4 13.6 14.1 13.8 14.6 14.7 14.9 14.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 3.0 3.2 3.9 3.8 4.1 4.5 4.8 4.4
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : : 3.4 2.8 3.4 3.0 3.1 3.7 2.7 3.7
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 59.5 :::::::
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 38.0 :::::::
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 2.5 :::::::
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 80.5 81.3 80.1 80.2 80.2 79.1 79.7 78.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 60.9 64.8 61.1 58.8 59.9 56.4 57.3 56.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 93.5 94.0 93.2 93.5 93.3 93.2 94.1 94.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 52.7 51.6 52.0 55.5 54.7 53.1 51.6 47.7
20. Total unemployment (000) 67778787776
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 6.4 6.9 6.6 6.9 6.6 6.5 6.5 5.8
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 14.9 20.5 17.6 16.8 16.3 16.8 17.6 15.0
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 4.5 3.9 3.5 3.4 3.7 3.4 3.1 2.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 7.5 10.5 9.4 9.7 9.5 9.7 10.0 8.6257
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 222 225 200 201 202 203 204 205
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 131 133 134 135 136 136 137 138
3. Total employment (000) : : : 44 44 46 47 45 47 49 52
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 43 43 45 45 44 46 48 51
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 33.1 32.1 33.9 33.6 32.7 33.7 34.9 36.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 52.2 50.2 49.2 45.2 41.8 43.9 42.0 44.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 32.7 31.4 34.2 34.7 34.8 35.4 38.4 40.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 8.4 10.2 10.9 13.0 11.5 12.4 11.2 11.8
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 31.7 30.4 31.7 30.6 29.7 30.1 31.5 32.5
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : 5.9 5.6 4.6 6.4 5.4 5.2 5.0 6.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 15.5 17.5 18.3 21.3 19.3 21.1 21.8 24.9
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : : 5.6 6.4 5.9 4.8 5.8 6.1 6.0 8.0
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : : 73.5 :::::::
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : : 25.8 :::::::
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : : 0.7 :::::::
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 35.2 34.6 36.7 36.8 36.0 36.9 38.3 39.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 56.3 56.6 56.4 54.0 50.6 52.4 49.1 49.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 34.6 33.1 36.2 36.8 36.8 37.6 41.2 43.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 8.8 10.3 11.1 13.1 11.9 12.4 11.7 12.5
20. Total unemployment (000) 33434554554
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 7.4 9.3 9.3 9.1 9.0 9.0 8.9 7.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 12.3 16.9 16.7 17.8 17.4 16.0 14.8 10.8
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 4.2 2.7 2.4 2.4 3.0 3.2 2.5 2.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 4.1 6.4 7.2 8.8 8.8 8.5 7.1 5.5
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicator 1: 2000-2001 estimate.258
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Netherlands
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 15383 15485 15591 15680 15837 15964 16037 16119 16107 16142 16180
2. Population aged 15-64 10575 10618 10670 10722 10801 10871 10920 10960 10943 10964 10986
3. Total employment (000) 7541 7738 7937 8116 8283 8324 8283 8211 8231 8383 8548
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 7248 7458 7650 7819 8005 8089 8042 8014 8013 8152 8345
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.5 70.2 71.7 72.9 74.1 74.4 73.6 73.1 73.2 74.3 76.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 58.6 61.9 64.5 68.7 70.4 70.0 68.3 65.9 65.2 66.2 68.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 78.7 80.0 81.1 81.7 82.8 82.8 82.6 82.5 82.9 84.2 85.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 32.0 33.9 36.4 38.2 39.6 42.3 44.3 45.2 46.1 47.7 50.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 57.5 58.1 58.1 57.2 56.5 56.4 57.3 58.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.7 15.2 14.2 13.9 13.7 13.5 13.5 13.7 14.0 14.2 14.4
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 37.9 38.9 39.7 41.5 42.2 43.9 45.0 45.5 46.1 46.2 46.8
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.8 13.0 12.3 13.7 14.3 14.4 14.5 14.8 15.5 16.6 18.1
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 75.9 76.5 76.9 77.1 77.5 77.9 78.5 78.9 79.2 79.6 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 20.2 19.9 19.6 19.4 19.0 18.7 18.1 17.8 17.5 17.3 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.9 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.2 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 72.0 73.0 74.1 75.2 75.8 76.5 76.5 76.6 76.9 77.4 78.5
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 64.5 67.4 69.3 72.9 73.8 73.7 72.9 71.6 71.0 70.8 72.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 82.0 82.5 83.3 83.7 84.3 84.8 85.3 85.9 86.5 87.1 87.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 33.0 34.5 37.3 39.0 40.2 43.3 45.5 46.9 48.1 49.6 52.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 374 296 253 230 183 231 310 387 402 336 278
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 4.9 3.8 3.2 2.8 2.2 2.8 3.7 4.6 4.7 3.9 3.2
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 9.1 7.6 6.8 5.7 4.5 5.0 6.3 8.0 8.2 6.6 5.9
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.3 1.5 1.2 0.8 0.6 0.7 1.0 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
5.9 5.5 4.8 4.2 3.4 3.7 4.6 5.7 5.8 4.6 4.3
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 7642 7690 7741 7789 7865 7930 7969 8012 7992 8006 8022
2. Population aged 15-64 5363 5382 5405 5431 5469 5502 5525 5543 5519 5524 5529
3. Total employment (000) 4408 4489 4543 4635 4695 4681 4626 4572 4549 4619 4678
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 4227 4314 4372 4460 4526 4536 4479 4447 4411 4471 4547
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 78.8 80.2 80.9 82.1 82.8 82.4 81.1 80.2 79.9 80.9 82.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 60.2 62.8 64.6 70.0 71.2 70.6 68.9 66.3 65.5 67.2 68.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 90.7 91.4 91.7 92.2 92.7 91.8 90.6 90.2 90.3 91.4 92.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 44.3 47.5 49.6 50.2 51.1 54.6 56.7 56.9 56.9 58.0 61.5
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 74.7 75.0 74.7 73.2 72.0 71.7 72.3 73.5
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.5 17.0 15.8 15.7 15.3 15.5 15.9 16.0 16.5 16.8 17.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 17.2 18.1 18.0 19.3 20.0 21.2 22.0 22.3 22.6 23.0 23.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.3 10.5 9.7 11.2 11.9 12.1 12.9 13.4 14.3 15.4 16.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 66.7 67.7 68.0 68.2 68.6 68.8 69.2 69.4 69.8 70.1 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 28.5 28.0 27.8 27.6 27.4 27.0 26.5 26.3 26.0 25.8 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.8 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.1 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 81.9 82.6 82.9 84.1 84.3 84.5 84.0 83.9 83.7 83.9 84.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 65.9 68.1 68.8 73.7 74.4 74.5 73.5 72.0 71.2 71.5 73.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.5 93.4 93.4 93.9 94.0 93.6 93.5 93.7 93.8 94.1 94.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 45.3 48.2 50.6 51.2 51.8 55.8 58.2 59.1 59.5 60.4 64.0
20. Total unemployment (000) 163 132 104 102 83 116 165 204 208 167 133
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 3.7 3.0 2.3 2.2 1.8 2.5 3.5 4.3 4.4 3.5 2.8
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 7.9 7.4 5.2 4.9 4.3 5.2 6.3 7.9 8.0 6.1 5.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.8 1.3 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.6 1.0 1.5 1.9 1.6 1.2
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
5.7 5.2 4.2 3.7 3.2 3.9 4.6 5.7 5.7 4.3 4.1259
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 7741 7795 7850 7890 7972 8035 8068 8107 8116 8136 8157
2. Population aged 15-64 5213 5236 5266 5291 5332 5368 5395 5417 5424 5441 5457
3. Total employment (000) 3134 3249 3394 3480 3588 3644 3657 3639 3682 3763 3871
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3022 3145 3278 3359 3479 3553 3562 3567 3603 3681 3798
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 58.0 60.1 62.3 63.5 65.2 66.2 66.0 65.8 66.4 67.7 69.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 57.0 61.0 64.4 67.3 69.6 69.5 67.8 65.4 64.9 65.1 67.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 66.3 68.3 70.2 70.8 72.5 73.6 74.4 74.6 75.5 77.0 78.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 19.9 20.3 23.1 26.1 28.0 29.9 31.8 33.4 35.2 37.2 40.1
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 40.5 41.6 42.0 41.7 41.5 41.7 42.9 44.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 13.2 12.6 12.1 11.5 11.4 10.9 10.4 10.9 11.0 11.0 11.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 67.3 67.6 68.9 71.0 71.3 73.1 74.1 74.7 75.1 74.7 75.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 15.3 16.4 15.6 16.8 17.4 17.1 16.4 16.5 16.9 18.0 19.7
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 89.3 89.0 89.2 89.2 89.5 89.9 90.5 90.8 90.8 91.2 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 8.1 8.5 8.3 8.3 7.9 7.8 7.4 7.1 7.1 6.8 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.6 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.0 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.8 63.2 65.2 66.0 67.1 68.3 68.7 69.2 70.0 70.7 72.2
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 63.0 66.8 69.8 72.0 73.1 73.0 72.3 71.1 70.8 70.1 72.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 70.1 71.3 72.9 73.2 74.3 75.7 77.0 77.9 79.0 80.1 81.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 20.9 20.9 24.0 26.7 28.4 30.6 32.6 34.4 36.5 38.6 41.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 211 164 150 128 100 116 145 183 194 169 145
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.6 5.0 4.4 3.6 2.8 3.1 3.9 4.8 5.1 4.4 3.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 10.4 7.9 8.5 6.5 4.8 4.8 6.3 8.1 8.4 7.1 6.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.1 1.8 1.5 1.0 0.7 0.9 1.1 1.6 1.9 1.8 1.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
6.1 5.8 5.4 4.7 3.6 3.5 4.6 5.7 5.9 4.9 4.5
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicators 3 and 10: 2007 forecast.260
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Austria
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 7908 7915 7930 7944 7963 7893 7998 8045 8109 8155 8191
2. Population aged 15-64 5324 5333 5345 5375 5404 5356 5459 5485 5516 5532 5551
3. Total employment (000) 3967 4017 4083 4122 4147 4142 4140 4146 4180 4228 4320
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3611 3621 3666 3678 3707 3682 3763 3716 3786 3881 3963
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.8 67.9 68.6 68.5 68.5 68.7 68.9 67.8 68.6 70.2 71.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 54.7 54.5 54.1 52.4 51.3 51.7 51.1 51.9 53.1 54.0 55.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 80.8 81.0 81.9 82.6 82.9 83.6 84.0 82.6 82.6 83.5 84.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 28.3 28.4 29.7 28.8 28.9 29.1 30.3 28.8 31.8 35.5 38.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 63.5 63.4 62.9 63.2 60.6 60.7 61.0 62.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 20.6 20.7 20.7 20.5 20.4 20.5 20.2 20.1 19.8 19.4 19.5
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 14.7 15.7 16.4 16.3 18.2 19.0 18.7 19.8 21.1 21.8 22.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.8 7.9 7.9 8.0 7.9 7.4 6.9 9.6 9.1 9.0 8.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 60.5 61.2 61.9 62.8 63.3 64.0 64.5 65.1 65.6 66.0 65.8
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 25.2 24.8 24.3 23.9 23.5 22.9 22.7 22.4 22.2 22.2 22.1
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 14.3 14.0 13.8 13.4 13.1 13.1 12.8 12.6 12.3 11.9 12.1
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 70.9 71.0 71.2 71.0 71.0 71.6 72.0 71.3 72.4 73.7 74.7
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 58.5 58.0 59.2 55.4 54.5 55.1 55.0 57.4 59.2 59.4 60.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.2 84.4 84.7 85.3 85.4 86.6 87.3 86.3 86.4 87.1 87.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 29.6 29.8 29.1 30.5 30.1 30.8 32.0 29.9 33.0 36.8 39.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 164 169 150 138 138 163 166 188 208 196 185
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 4.4 4.5 3.9 3.6 3.6 4.2 4.3 4.8 5.2 4.7 4.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 6.7 6.4 5.4 5.3 5.8 6.7 8.1 9.4 10.3 9.1 8.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.0 0.9 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.2
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
3.9 3.5 3.0 2.8 3.1 3.4 3.9 5.6 6.1 5.4 5.3
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 3819 3821 3830 3840 3854 3805 3877 3898 3939 3964 3985
2. Population aged 15-64 2659 2661 2663 2678 2693 2653 2718 2728 2745 2753 2763
3. Total employment (000) 2251 2275 2303 2324 2319 2280 2285 2283 2290 2312 2369
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2049 2050 2067 2069 2060 2026 2076 2043 2070 2118 2168
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 77.1 77.0 77.6 77.3 76.4 76.4 76.4 74.9 75.4 76.9 78.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 58.3 57.9 58.6 57.0 55.6 56.0 55.7 56.0 56.8 58.2 59.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 90.4 90.5 90.8 91.3 90.6 91.1 91.1 89.4 89.1 89.9 90.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 40.3 40.5 42.6 41.2 40.1 39.6 40.4 38.9 41.3 45.3 49.8
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 76.2 76.0 74.8 74.9 72.6 72.0 72.6 75.3
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 21.1 21.4 21.6 21.6 21.8 22.2 22.2 23.2 22.7 22.0 21.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 4.1 4.4 4.2 4.1 4.8 5.1 4.7 4.9 6.1 6.5 7.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.5 8.0 7.9 7.4 7.2 7.6 7.1 10.2 9.3 9.1 8.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 50.7 51.3 51.8 52.2 53.1 53.0 53.3 55.2 55.1 55.5 55.6
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.1 35.8 35.3 34.6 34.3 34.1 33.9 32.5 32.5 32.5 32.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 13.2 13.0 13.0 13.1 12.7 12.9 12.8 12.3 12.4 12.0 12.0
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 80.3 80.3 80.5 80.1 79.4 79.6 79.9 78.5 79.3 80.5 81.7
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 62.0 61.2 63.9 60.3 59.2 59.9 60.3 61.7 63.6 63.9 65.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.9 94.1 93.9 94.0 93.7 94.3 94.6 92.9 92.8 93.2 93.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 42.5 42.8 42.2 43.6 42.1 42.1 42.9 40.6 43.0 47.3 51.3
20. Total unemployment (000) 76 79 71 65 66 85 84 94 107 98 90
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 3.6 3.8 3.3 3.1 3.1 4.0 4.0 4.4 4.9 4.4 3.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 5.5 5.0 4.3 4.7 5.2 6.4 7.3 9.0 10.5 9.0 8.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.7 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.0
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
3.7 3.3 2.9 3.0 3.4 3.9 4.5 5.7 6.8 5.7 5.4261
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 4089 4093 4100 4104 4109 4088 4120 4147 4170 4191 4206
2. Population aged 15-64 2665 2672 2682 2696 2711 2704 2741 2757 2770 2779 2788
3. Total employment (000) 1716 1742 1780 1799 1828 1861 1855 1863 1890 1917 1951
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1562 1571 1599 1608 1647 1656 1688 1673 1717 1764 1796
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 58.6 58.8 59.6 59.6 60.7 61.3 61.6 60.7 62.0 63.5 64.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 51.1 51.2 49.7 47.9 47.1 47.4 46.5 47.9 49.4 49.9 51.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 71.0 71.3 73.0 73.8 75.2 76.2 76.9 75.8 76.0 77.0 77.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 17.0 17.1 17.6 17.2 18.4 19.3 20.8 19.3 22.9 26.3 28.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 51.0 50.9 51.2 51.6 49.0 50.0 49.9 51.1
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 19.9 19.8 19.5 19.0 18.7 18.4 17.9 16.2 16.2 16.3 16.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 28.5 30.5 32.2 32.2 35.0 35.9 36.0 38.0 39.3 40.2 41.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 8.1 7.7 8.0 8.8 8.7 7.3 6.7 9.0 8.8 8.9 9.0
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 72.9 73.4 74.3 75.6 75.6 76.6 77.4 76.6 77.7 77.9 77.6
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 11.5 11.3 11.0 10.8 10.7 10.0 9.8 10.5 10.2 10.3 10.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 15.5 15.3 14.7 13.6 13.7 13.3 12.9 12.8 12.1 11.8 12.1
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.5 61.7 62.0 62.0 62.5 63.7 64.3 64.2 65.6 67.0 67.8
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 55.1 54.9 54.7 50.5 49.7 50.3 49.8 53.3 54.8 55.1 56.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 74.3 74.6 75.5 76.5 77.2 79.0 79.9 79.6 79.9 80.9 81.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 17.4 17.7 16.8 18.0 18.8 20.1 21.7 19.9 23.5 26.9 28.9
20. Total unemployment (000) 89 90 79 73 72 78 82 94 101 98 96
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.4 5.4 4.7 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.7 5.3 5.5 5.2 5.0
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 7.9 7.9 6.6 6.0 6.5 7.1 8.9 9.8 10.1 9.3 8.9
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
4.0 3.7 3.0 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.2 5.4 5.4 5.1 5.2
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: EU LFS indicators: 2004 break in series. Indicators 3 and 10: in unit of 1000 jobs.262
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Poland
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 37922 37978 37985 38033 38109 38070 37657 37601 37527 37446 37277
2. Population aged 15-64 25005 25247 25461 25739 25986 26159 26031 26142 26211 26325 26299
3. Total employment (000) 15177 15356 14757 14526 14207 13782 13617 13795 14116 14577 15218
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 14726 14894 14664 14155 13866 13470 13324 13504 13834 14338 14997
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 58.9 59.0 57.6 55.0 53.4 51.5 51.2 51.7 52.8 54.5 57.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 28.9 28.5 25.9 24.5 24.0 21.7 21.2 21.7 22.5 24.0 25.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.7 75.3 73.8 70.9 69.2 67.4 67.5 68.2 69.6 71.8 74.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 33.9 32.1 31.9 28.4 27.4 26.1 26.9 26.2 27.2 28.1 29.7
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 52.9 50.7 50.3 50.2 51.1 52.9 55.8
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 28.3 27.1 26.9 27.4 28.0 28.1 27.3 26.7 25.8 25.7 25.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 10.6 10.4 10.5 10.5 10.3 10.8 10.5 10.8 10.8 9.8 9.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 4.8 4.7 4.6 5.8 11.7 15.4 19.4 22.7 25.7 27.3 28.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 43.7 44.6 45.4 46.2 46.7 47.0 53.8 53.9 54.2 54.4 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 29.0 28.6 27.7 26.3 25.1 24.3 27.0 26.9 26.8 26.9 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 27.2 26.8 26.9 27.5 28.2 28.7 19.3 19.2 19.0 18.7 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 65.9 65.7 65.9 65.8 65.5 64.6 63.9 64.0 64.4 63.4 63.2
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 36.7 36.2 36.1 37.8 39.7 37.8 36.4 35.9 35.7 34.2 33.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 82.6 82.6 82.5 82.4 81.9 81.5 81.4 81.9 82.5 81.7 81.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 35.8 34.1 34.5 31.3 30.2 29.1 30.1 29.6 30.5 30.7 31.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 1849 1730 2300 2788 3170 3431 3323 3230 3045 2344 1619
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.9 10.2 13.4 16.1 18.2 19.9 19.6 19.0 17.7 13.8 9.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 23.2 22.5 30.1 35.1 39.5 42.5 41.9 39.6 36.9 29.8 21.7
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.0 4.7 5.8 7.4 9.2 10.9 11.0 10.3 10.2 7.8 4.9
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
7.8 7.7 10.2 13.3 15.7 16.1 15.2 14.2 13.2 10.2 7.1
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 18308 18335 18339 18371 18408 18381 18169 18139 18104 18052 17924
2. Population aged 15-64 12321 12447 12561 12713 12832 12919 12873 12940 12986 13027 12976
3. Total employment (000) 8466 8529 8121 8004 7797 7529 7432 7565 7809 8072 8390
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 8227 8279 8064 7783 7592 7352 7271 7400 7643 7927 8258
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 66.8 66.5 64.2 61.2 59.2 56.9 56.5 57.2 58.9 60.9 63.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 33.9 32.7 29.5 27.3 26.6 24.2 23.9 24.8 25.4 26.9 29.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 82.8 83.1 80.5 77.6 75.4 73.0 73.0 73.9 76.1 78.3 81.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 43.1 41.5 40.6 36.7 35.6 34.5 35.2 34.1 35.9 38.4 41.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 59.2 56.7 56.1 56.4 57.9 60.0 63.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 30.0 28.9 29.0 29.5 29.9 30.4 29.8 28.9 27.9 28.0 27.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 8.3 8.1 8.0 8.2 8.3 8.5 8.2 8.2 8.0 7.1 6.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 5.6 5.3 5.2 6.5 12.4 16.4 20.8 23.7 26.5 28.5 28.4
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : 36.7 37.4 37.9 38.3 44.2 44.2 44.4 44.5 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : 35.9 34.5 33.4 32.2 35.7 35.7 35.7 36.0 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : 27.5 28.1 28.7 29.5 20.1 20.1 19.9 19.6 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 73.3 72.8 72.5 71.7 71.5 70.6 70.0 70.1 70.8 70.1 70.0
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 41.7 40.5 40.1 40.9 43.1 41.6 40.5 39.7 39.5 37.5 36.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 89.8 89.6 88.9 88.3 87.7 87.2 87.1 87.8 88.7 88.2 87.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 45.5 44.1 44.3 40.4 39.6 38.7 39.7 39.1 40.9 42.6 44.7
20. Total unemployment (000) 840 782 1097 1347 1582 1779 1738 1681 1553 1202 830
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.1 8.5 11.8 14.4 16.9 19.1 19.0 18.2 16.6 13.0 9.0
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 20.4 20.2 28.5 33.3 38.3 41.9 40.9 37.7 35.7 28.3 20.0
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.7 3.5 4.5 6.0 7.8 9.7 10.3 9.6 9.3 7.1 4.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
7.8 7.8 10.6 13.6 16.5 17.4 16.6 15.0 14.1 10.6 7.3263
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 19610 19639 19642 19659 19699 19688 19487 19461 19422 19394 19353
2. Population aged 15-64 12685 12800 12899 13027 13153 13241 13158 13203 13225 13298 13322
3. Total employment (000) 6711 6827 6636 6522 6410 6253 6185 6230 6307 6506 6827
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 6501 6616 6603 6372 6274 6119 6054 6103 6191 6411 6738
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 51.3 51.7 51.2 48.9 47.7 46.2 46.0 46.2 46.8 48.2 50.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 24.0 24.3 22.4 21.8 21.5 19.3 18.3 18.6 19.6 21.0 22.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 66.6 67.5 67.0 64.3 63.0 61.9 62.1 62.6 63.1 65.3 68.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 26.1 24.1 24.5 21.4 20.4 18.9 19.8 19.4 19.7 19.0 19.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 46.7 44.9 44.7 44.2 44.5 46.0 48.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 26.1 24.9 24.5 24.8 25.7 25.4 24.3 24.1 23.1 22.9 22.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 13.6 13.2 13.6 13.4 12.7 13.4 13.2 14.0 14.3 13.0 12.5
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.9 10.9 14.4 17.8 21.5 24.7 26.0 27.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : 56.3 56.9 57.0 57.4 65.2 65.5 66.0 66.4 :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : 17.5 16.4 15.2 14.8 16.5 16.2 16.0 16.0 :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : 26.2 26.7 27.7 27.8 18.3 18.2 18.0 17.6 :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 58.8 58.8 59.4 59.9 59.7 58.7 58.0 57.9 58.1 56.8 56.5
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 31.9 32.0 32.2 34.8 36.4 34.1 32.2 32.0 31.8 30.7 29.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 75.4 75.6 76.1 76.5 76.2 75.8 75.8 76.0 76.4 75.4 75.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 27.6 25.6 26.2 23.6 22.2 20.9 22.0 21.4 21.5 20.3 20.6
20. Total unemployment (000) 1009 948 1204 1441 1587 1652 1585 1550 1492 1142 788
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 13.0 12.2 15.3 18.1 19.8 20.9 20.4 19.9 19.1 14.9 10.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 26.6 25.1 32.0 37.2 41.0 43.3 43.1 41.9 38.3 31.6 23.8
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 6.7 6.3 7.4 9.1 10.8 12.3 11.7 11.0 11.4 8.6 5.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
7.9 7.6 9.8 13.0 14.9 14.8 13.9 13.4 12.2 9.7 7.0
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicators 3 and 10: estimate until 2007; Indicators 13-15: estimate until 2006. 264
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Portugal
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 10081 10116 10156 10211 10284 10357 10435 10504 10563 10586 10604
2. Population aged 15-64 6888 6842 6871 6909 6950 6992 7038 7084 7115 7116 7135
3. Total employment (000) 4728 4860 4927 5030 5121 5151 5122 5117 5100 5137 5150
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 4527 4572 4633 4724 4796 4812 4792 4806 4800 4830 4837
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 65.7 66.8 67.4 68.4 69.0 68.8 68.1 67.8 67.5 67.9 67.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 43.1 42.5 42.6 42.2 42.9 42.2 38.8 37.1 36.1 35.8 34.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 78.7 80.1 80.6 81.8 82.3 81.5 81.0 81.1 80.8 81.3 81.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 48.5 49.6 50.1 50.7 50.2 51.4 51.6 50.3 50.5 50.1 50.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 66.7 67.5 67.6 66.5 66.4 65.9 66.5 65.7
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 21.2 21.0 20.4 20.4 20.7 20.0 20.2 19.5 19.1 18.2 18.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 10.6 11.0 11.0 10.9 11.1 11.2 11.7 11.3 11.2 11.3 12.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 15.0 17.2 18.7 19.9 20.3 21.5 20.6 19.8 19.5 20.6 22.4
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 53.2 53.8 54.7 54.5 55.4 56.0 56.7 57.8 58.8 : :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 32.7 33.0 32.8 32.9 31.8 31.7 30.8 30.2 29.3 : :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 14.2 13.2 12.5 12.6 12.8 12.3 12.5 12.0 11.9 : :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 70.5 70.6 70.8 71.4 72.1 72.7 72.9 73.0 73.4 73.9 74.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 49.8 47.6 46.8 46.3 47.3 47.7 45.4 43.8 43.0 42.7 41.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 83.4 83.9 84.1 84.8 85.3 85.3 85.9 86.3 87.1 87.7 87.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 50.2 51.3 51.8 52.4 51.9 53.4 54.0 53.2 53.8 53.5 54.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 324 252 226 206 214 271 342 365 422 428 449
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.7 4.9 4.4 3.9 4.0 5.0 6.3 6.7 7.6 7.7 8.0
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 14.8 10.4 8.8 8.6 9.4 11.6 14.5 15.3 16.1 16.3 16.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.2 2.1 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.7 2.2 2.9 3.7 3.8 3.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
6.6 5.1 4.3 4.1 4.4 5.5 6.6 6.7 6.9 6.9 6.9
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 4851 4871 4893 4922 4961 5001 5042 5083 5115 5125 5133
2. Population aged 15-64 3347 3346 3365 3388 3414 3440 3467 3498 3516 3518 3527
3. Total employment (000) 2644 2704 2718 2770 2815 2824 2789 2781 2753 2777 2779
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2526 2538 2550 2593 2627 2632 2599 2595 2581 2601 2605
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.5 75.9 75.8 76.5 77.0 76.5 75.0 74.2 73.4 73.9 73.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 48.6 46.9 47.4 48.1 48.7 47.8 43.1 41.5 40.5 39.8 39.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 89.1 89.8 89.6 89.9 90.1 89.2 87.8 87.4 86.7 87.4 87.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 63.2 62.9 61.4 62.1 61.6 61.9 62.1 59.1 58.1 58.2 58.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 76.5 77.5 77.2 75.5 74.4 73.6 74.1 73.3
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 22.0 21.8 21.1 21.4 21.7 21.0 21.3 20.9 20.1 19.2 19.4
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.9 6.1 6.4 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.3 7.1 7.0 7.4 8.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 14.1 16.1 17.2 18.3 18.4 19.9 19.0 18.7 18.7 19.5 21.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 46.2 46.5 47.2 46.4 47.5 47.3 47.8 48.9 50.0 : :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 41.0 41.5 41.6 42.3 41.0 41.4 40.4 39.7 39.1 : :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 12.9 12.0 11.2 11.4 11.6 11.3 11.8 11.4 10.9 : :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 79.3 79.3 79.1 79.2 79.6 80.0 79.6 79.1 79.0 79.5 79.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 52.9 51.3 51.2 51.5 52.5 53.0 49.2 47.9 46.9 46.6 45.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.1 93.1 92.9 92.5 92.6 92.5 92.3 92.2 92.4 92.9 92.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 65.4 65.3 63.9 64.4 63.6 64.3 65.2 62.8 62.4 62.7 63.0
20. Total unemployment (000) 159 111 109 89 92 121 161 173 198 195 197
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.0 3.9 3.9 3.1 3.2 4.1 5.5 5.8 6.7 6.5 6.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 11.7 8.2 7.2 6.2 7.2 9.8 12.4 13.5 13.6 14.5 13.5
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.0 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.8 2.6 3.2 3.3 3.1
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
4.3 4.4 3.8 3.4 3.8 5.2 6.1 6.5 6.4 6.8 6.1265
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 5230 5244 5263 5289 5323 5357 5393 5421 5448 5461 5471
2. Population aged 15-64 3540 3496 3506 3521 3536 3553 3572 3586 3599 3598 3608
3. Total employment (000) 2084 2157 2209 2260 2306 2327 2333 2336 2347 2359 2372
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1999 2033 2084 2131 2168 2180 2193 2211 2219 2229 2232
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 56.5 58.2 59.4 60.5 61.3 61.4 61.4 61.7 61.7 62.0 61.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 37.4 38.1 37.7 36.2 37.0 36.5 34.4 32.5 31.4 31.6 30.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 68.9 70.7 72.0 73.9 74.7 74.0 74.3 74.9 74.9 75.3 74.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 36.1 38.0 40.3 40.6 40.3 42.2 42.4 42.5 43.7 42.8 44.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 57.3 57.9 58.4 57.9 58.6 58.5 59.1 58.3
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 20.3 19.9 19.4 19.3 19.5 18.8 18.9 18.0 17.8 17.1 16.9
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 16.6 17.1 16.7 16.4 16.4 16.4 16.9 16.3 16.2 15.8 16.9
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 16.2 18.5 20.5 21.9 22.5 23.4 22.3 21.1 20.4 21.7 23.0
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 62.0 63.0 63.9 64.4 65.1 66.4 67.2 68.5 69.2 : :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 22.2 22.2 22.0 21.5 20.6 20.1 19.4 18.7 17.8 : :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 15.8 14.8 14.1 14.1 14.2 13.5 13.4 12.7 13.0 : :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.1 62.3 62.9 63.9 64.8 65.6 66.5 67.0 67.9 68.4 68.8
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 46.3 43.9 42.5 41.0 42.1 42.4 41.5 39.5 38.9 38.7 38.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 74.4 75.1 75.7 77.4 78.2 78.4 79.7 80.6 81.8 82.7 82.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 37.6 39.1 41.2 41.8 41.5 43.8 44.0 44.8 46.1 45.1 46.7
20. Total unemployment (000) 166 141 117 116 122 149 181 192 224 233 252
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.5 6.2 5.0 4.9 5.0 6.0 7.2 7.6 8.7 9.0 9.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 18.8 12.9 10.8 11.6 12.1 13.9 17.0 17.6 19.1 18.4 20.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.4 2.7 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.2 2.7 3.4 4.2 4.4 4.5
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
8.8 5.8 4.8 4.8 5.1 5.9 7.0 6.9 7.4 7.1 7.8
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: EU LFS indicators: 1998 break in series. Indicators 3 and 10: 2006-2007 forecast.266
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Romania
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 22328 22377 22346 22334 22326 22309 21686 21638 21609 21575 21551
2. Population aged 15-64 15158 15190 15189 15231 15277 15327 14933 14964 15021 15035 15046
3. Total employment (000) ::::: 9574 9569 9410 9267 9526 9643
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 9912 9754 9598 9590 9529 8833 8602 8635 8651 8838 8843
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 65.4 64.2 63.2 63.0 62.4 57.6 57.6 57.7 57.6 58.8 58.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.5 35.5 33.5 33.1 32.6 28.7 26.4 27.9 24.9 24.0 24.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 80.6 79.0 78.1 77.5 76.6 72.7 73.1 72.9 73.3 74.7 74.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 52.1 51.5 49.6 49.5 48.2 37.3 38.1 36.9 39.4 41.7 41.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 62.9 58.4 58.5 58.3 58.2 59.0 58.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) ::::: 35.9 38.3 31.9 33.5 32.3 31.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 14.9 15.8 15.9 16.5 16.6 11.8 11.5 10.6 10.2 9.7 9.7
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.5 2.4 1.8 1.6
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) ::::: 34.6 33.5 36.3 36.9 : :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) ::::: 30.0 28.8 30.4 29.8 : :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) ::::: 35.4 37.6 33.3 33.3 : :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.9 68.9 68.4 68.4 67.3 63.4 62.2 63.0 62.3 63.6 63.0
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 45.6 44.1 42.1 41.4 40.0 37.4 32.9 35.8 31.2 30.6 30.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.5 83.2 83.2 83.0 81.6 78.6 78.0 78.3 78.2 79.9 79.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 52.5 51.8 50.1 50.0 48.7 37.9 38.8 37.9 40.4 42.8 42.4
20. Total unemployment (000) : : 790 821 750 884 692 800 704 728 641
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : 6.9 7.2 6.6 8.4 7.0 8.1 7.2 7.3 6.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : 20.4 20.0 18.6 23.2 19.6 21.9 20.2 21.4 20.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : 3.1 3.7 3.3 4.6 4.3 4.8 4.0 4.2 3.2
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.1 8.6 8.6 8.3 7.5 8.7 6.5 7.8 6.3 6.6 6.1
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 10866 10888 10866 10864 10863 10855 10549 10527 10521 10506 10504
2. Population aged 15-64 7463 7484 7481 7512 7543 7577 7397 7423 7467 7481 7502
3. Total employment (000) ::::: 5161 5215 5092 5063 5179 5275
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 5366 5271 5164 5155 5115 4817 4718 4705 4760 4835 4863
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.9 70.4 69.0 68.6 67.8 63.6 63.8 63.4 63.7 64.6 64.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 40.4 39.4 36.9 35.8 35.2 31.4 29.9 30.7 28.2 27.3 28.3
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 87.4 85.3 84.3 83.7 82.8 79.6 80.1 79.2 80.0 80.8 80.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 60.7 59.5 56.9 56.0 54.3 42.7 43.5 43.1 46.7 50.0 50.3
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 70.5 69.4 65.1 65.2 64.3 65.1 65.1 65.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) ::::: 34.8 37.8 32.2 34.0 33.0 32.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 12.6 13.5 13.8 14.6 14.9 10.9 10.9 10.2 10.0 9.5 9.2
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.2 1.1 2.2 2.9 2.8 2.0 1.7
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) ::::: 31.6 30.5 32.5 33.0 : :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) ::::: 34.6 33.0 34.7 34.4 : :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) ::::: 33.8 36.5 32.8 32.6 : :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.6 75.7 75.2 75.0 73.6 70.4 69.3 70.0 69.4 70.7 70.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 49.5 49.0 47.2 46.0 43.8 41.5 37.5 40.5 35.9 35.1 35.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 91.4 90.0 90.2 90.0 88.5 86.4 85.8 85.7 85.8 87.1 85.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 61.4 60.1 57.7 56.9 55.3 43.9 44.6 44.9 48.4 52.0 52.1
20. Total unemployment (000) : : 463 482 436 515 408 491 420 452 399
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : 7.5 7.8 7.2 9.1 7.6 9.1 7.8 8.2 7.2
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : 21.8 22.2 19.7 24.3 20.3 24.2 21.6 22.3 21.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : 3.2 3.9 3.5 4.8 4.6 5.5 4.6 4.7 3.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.1 9.5 10.3 10.2 8.6 10.1 7.6 9.8 7.7 7.8 7.6267
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 11462 11489 11480 11471 11463 11454 11136 11111 11089 11069 11047
2. Population aged 15-64 7694 7706 7708 7719 7733 7750 7536 7541 7554 7554 7545
3. Total employment (000) ::::: 4413 4354 4319 4205 4346 4368
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 4548 4484 4435 4435 4414 4016 3884 3930 3891 4003 3980
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.1 58.2 57.5 57.5 57.1 51.8 51.5 52.1 51.5 53.0 52.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 32.7 31.6 30.2 30.5 30.0 26.1 22.9 25.1 21.6 20.6 20.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.0 72.7 72.0 71.2 70.6 65.9 66.0 66.6 66.5 68.6 68.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 44.6 44.5 43.3 43.8 42.9 32.6 33.3 31.4 33.1 34.5 33.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 56.5 51.9 51.8 52.4 51.4 53.0 52.3
10. Self-employed (% total employment) ::::: 37.2 39.0 31.5 33.0 31.4 31.5
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 17.5 18.3 18.2 18.6 18.4 13.0 12.2 11.2 10.5 9.8 10.4
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.0 3.0 3.1 2.8 2.8 0.8 1.7 2.0 1.9 1.6 1.5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) ::::: 38.1 37.1 40.9 41.6 : :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) ::::: 24.6 23.9 25.3 24.3 : :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) ::::: 37.3 39.0 33.8 34.1 : :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.5 62.3 61.8 61.9 61.1 56.6 55.3 56.2 55.3 56.6 56.0
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 41.8 39.3 37.1 36.8 36.3 33.4 28.2 31.0 26.5 25.9 24.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 77.7 76.4 76.3 76.0 74.8 70.8 70.1 70.9 70.7 72.6 72.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 44.8 44.5 43.5 43.9 43.1 32.8 33.6 31.9 33.5 34.8 33.9
20. Total unemployment (000) : : 327 340 314 369 284 309 284 276 242
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : 6.2 6.4 5.9 7.7 6.4 6.9 6.4 6.1 5.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : 18.6 17.2 17.4 21.8 18.7 18.9 18.4 20.2 18.7
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : 3.0 3.4 3.0 4.3 4.1 3.8 3.4 3.6 2.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.1 7.7 6.9 6.3 6.3 7.3 5.3 5.8 4.9 5.2 4.7
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: EU LFS indicators: 2002 break in series. Indicators 3 and 10: 2006-2007 forecast.268
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Slovenia
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 1988 1985 1983 1989 1992 1995 1996 1997 1999 2006 2015
2. Population aged 15-64 1387 1385 1384 1397 1399 1401 1405 1405 1402 1407 1412
3. Total employment (000) 877 875 888 905 909 923 919 922 924 935 960
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 868 872 861 877 893 889 879 917 925 937 957
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.6 62.9 62.2 62.8 63.8 63.4 62.6 65.3 66.0 66.6 67.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 40.0 37.5 34.0 32.8 30.5 30.6 29.1 33.8 34.1 35.0 37.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 81.0 81.6 81.7 82.6 83.6 83.4 82.5 83.8 83.8 84.2 85.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 21.8 23.9 22.0 22.7 25.5 24.5 23.5 29.0 30.7 32.6 33.5
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 61.5 62.4 62.7 60.9 63.3 64.1 65.0 66.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 18.7 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.0 18.2 17.8 17.8 17.6 17.4 17.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : 6.1 6.5 6.1 6.1 6.2 9.3 9.0 9.2 9.3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : 10.5 13.7 13.0 14.3 13.7 17.8 17.4 17.3 18.5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 47.9 48.6 49.5 50.6 51.1 52.8 53.6 54.5 55.0 55.8 56.2
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 38.6 38.3 38.1 37.6 37.5 36.3 35.8 35.3 35.0 34.7 34.7
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 13.5 13.1 12.4 11.8 11.3 10.9 10.5 10.2 10.0 9.5 9.0
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.3 68.2 67.3 67.5 68.1 67.8 67.1 69.8 70.7 70.9 71.3
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 47.9 45.5 41.3 39.2 37.1 36.6 35.2 40.3 40.5 40.6 41.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 85.7 87.0 87.1 87.4 88.0 88.1 87.5 88.6 88.8 89.0 89.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 22.4 24.5 23.1 24.0 26.5 25.2 24.3 29.9 32.1 33.4 34.6
20. Total unemployment (000) 67 72 70 65 60 61 64 63 66 61 50
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.9 7.4 7.3 6.7 6.2 6.3 6.7 6.3 6.5 6.0 4.8
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 17.2 17.8 17.6 16.3 17.8 16.5 17.3 16.1 15.9 13.9 10.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.4 3.3 3.3 4.1 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.1 2.9 2.2
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
7.9 8.1 7.3 6.4 6.6 6.1 6.1 6.5 6.5 5.6 4.2
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 970 968 967 972 974 976 976 977 979 984 991
2. Population aged 15-64 701 702 701 707 709 710 712 712 713 716 721
3. Total employment (000) : : 480 489 495 502 502 502 502 509 526
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 470 471 466 475 487 484 479 499 502 510 525
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.0 67.2 66.5 67.2 68.6 68.2 67.4 70.0 70.4 71.1 72.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 43.5 39.5 35.8 35.7 34.1 34.4 33.7 38.8 38.1 39.2 43.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 84.3 85.2 85.2 85.7 87.0 86.7 85.7 86.4 86.4 87.1 88.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 29.4 31.8 31.1 32.3 35.9 35.4 33.2 40.9 43.1 44.5 45.3
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 66.1 67.9 67.7 66.1 68.3 69.1 69.5 72.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : 21.2 21.2 20.8 21.3 21.0 20.2 20.0 20.0 19.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : 5.2 5.3 5.0 4.9 5.2 7.9 7.2 7.2 7.7
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : 9.9 12.7 12.1 12.6 12.6 16.7 15.7 15.5 16.5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : 40.7 42.4 42.6 44.2 44.3 44.9 45.3 45.8 46.1
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : 47.2 46.1 46.0 44.8 44.9 44.9 44.8 44.6 45.2
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : 12.1 11.5 11.4 11.0 10.8 10.3 9.9 9.7 8.7
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.9 72.6 71.8 71.9 72.8 72.5 72.0 74.5 75.1 74.9 75.8
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 51.1 47.7 43.2 41.7 40.5 40.4 39.9 45.1 44.5 44.4 47.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 89.1 90.7 90.6 90.6 91.1 91.2 90.6 91.0 91.1 91.0 91.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 30.5 32.9 33.0 34.6 37.5 36.7 34.5 42.5 45.4 45.8 46.7
20. Total unemployment (000) 35 38 37 34 30 31 33 32 33 27 22
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.8 7.3 7.1 6.5 5.6 5.9 6.3 5.8 6.1 4.9 4.0
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 15.4 16.9 16.8 14.6 15.7 15.0 15.6 13.9 14.5 11.6 9.4
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.6 3.3 3.5 4.1 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.1 2.9 2.4 1.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
7.6 8.2 7.4 6.1 6.4 6.1 6.2 6.2 6.5 5.2 4.5269
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 1018 1017 1016 1017 1018 1019 1020 1020 1021 1022 1024
2. Population aged 15-64 686 683 683 689 690 691 693 693 690 691 691
3. Total employment (000) : : 407 416 414 421 417 420 422 425 434
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 398 400 394 403 406 405 400 419 423 427 432
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 58.0 58.6 57.7 58.4 58.8 58.6 57.6 60.5 61.3 61.8 62.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.4 35.4 32.2 29.7 26.8 26.5 24.3 28.6 29.8 30.3 31.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 77.5 77.8 78.0 79.3 80.1 80.0 79.3 81.2 81.1 81.2 82.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 14.6 16.1 13.4 13.8 15.8 14.2 14.6 17.8 18.5 21.0 22.2
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 56.8 56.9 57.6 55.5 58.1 58.9 60.3 60.4
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : 15.4 15.3 14.7 14.6 14.0 14.9 14.7 14.3 14.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : 7.2 7.8 7.4 7.5 7.5 11.0 11.1 11.6 11.3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : 11.2 14.8 14.0 16.1 14.9 19.1 19.3 19.3 20.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : : 60.3 60.5 61.5 63.1 65.0 66.0 66.8 68.3 68.9
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : : 27.0 27.4 27.3 26.1 24.8 23.8 23.2 22.4 21.6
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : : 12.7 12.1 11.3 10.7 10.2 10.2 10.0 9.4 9.5
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.7 63.6 62.6 62.9 63.2 63.0 62.1 65.0 66.1 66.7 66.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 44.5 43.3 39.4 36.4 33.7 32.5 30.3 35.4 36.3 36.4 35.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 82.1 83.1 83.4 84.2 84.7 84.9 84.3 86.1 86.4 87.0 87.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 15.0 16.4 13.7 14.1 16.2 14.4 14.9 18.1 18.9 21.4 23.1
20. Total unemployment (000) 32 34 33 31 30 30 31 31 33 34 28
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.1 7.5 7.5 7.0 6.8 6.8 7.1 6.8 7.0 7.2 5.8
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 19.3 18.8 18.6 18.3 20.4 18.6 19.8 19.2 17.8 16.8 11.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.3 3.3 3.1 4.2 4.0 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.5 2.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
8.1 7.9 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.0 6.0 6.8 6.4 6.1 4.0
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).270
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Slovakia
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 5358 5369 5377 5379 5384 5389 5370 5379 5389 5391
2. Population aged 15-64 : 3619 3657 3693 3723 3728 3733 3792 3824 3862 3873
3. Total employment (000) 2129 2119 2065 2025 2037 2038 2061 2056 2084 2132 2177
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 2191 2125 2096 2115 2118 2155 2160 2207 2295 2351
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.6 58.1 56.8 56.8 56.8 57.7 57.0 57.7 59.4 60.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 35.0 31.0 29.0 27.7 27.0 27.4 26.3 25.6 25.9 27.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 78.5 76.1 74.7 74.8 75.0 76.0 74.7 75.3 77.2 78.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 22.8 22.3 21.3 22.4 22.8 24.6 26.8 30.3 33.1 35.6
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 56.4 55.7 55.8 57.0 55.7 56.7 58.3 59.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 6.5 7.1 8.0 8.3 8.8 9.0 10.1 12.3 13.0 13.0 13.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 2.3 2.1 2.1 2.3 1.9 2.4 2.7 2.5 2.8 2.6
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 4.2 3.9 4.8 4.9 4.9 4.9 5.5 5.0 5.1 5.1
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 54.5 56.2 57.9 59.3 60.1 60.7 60.8 60.8 61.5 62.3 62.1
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 37.9 36.7 35.8 35.0 34.5 34.3 34.7 34.6 34.1 33.7 34.3
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 7.6 7.0 6.3 5.7 5.4 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.4 3.9 3.6
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 69.3 69.5 69.9 70.4 69.9 70.0 69.7 68.9 68.6 68.3
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 46.8 46.8 46.0 45.5 43.4 41.1 39.3 36.6 35.3 34.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 87.4 87.6 88.4 88.9 88.6 89.5 88.9 88.0 87.6 86.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 24.6 24.6 24.3 25.5 26.9 28.5 31.7 35.0 36.7 38.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 279 317 417 485 507 487 460 483 430 355 296
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 12.6 16.4 18.8 19.3 18.7 17.6 18.2 16.3 13.4 11.1
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 25.1 33.8 36.9 39.2 37.7 33.4 33.1 30.1 26.6 20.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 6.5 7.8 10.3 11.3 12.2 11.4 11.8 11.7 10.2 8.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 11.8 15.8 17.0 17.8 16.3 13.7 13.0 11.0 9.4 7.0
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 2593 2600 2604 2602 2608 2613 2601 2609 2616 2617
2. Population aged 15-64 : 1780 1802 1822 1836 1842 1847 1878 1899 1922 1928
3. Total employment (000) : 1167 1127 1096 1098 1107 1119 1130 1159 1196 1221
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 1207 1159 1133 1139 1149 1170 1186 1227 1288 1319
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 67.8 64.3 62.2 62.0 62.4 63.3 63.2 64.6 67.0 68.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 38.0 32.9 29.8 28.9 28.7 29.3 28.0 28.1 29.2 30.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 84.9 81.7 79.6 79.0 79.5 80.5 80.0 81.4 84.1 85.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 39.1 36.8 35.4 37.7 39.1 41.0 43.8 47.8 49.8 52.5
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 62.7 61.5 61.7 63.2 62.5 63.9 66.6 67.7
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : 9.5 10.8 11.3 11.9 12.5 13.5 16.4 17.6 17.2 17.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 4.0 4.1 5.1 5.1 5.2 5.3 6.0 5.1 5.0 4.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 44.5 46.2 47.7 48.4 49.5 49.4 49.4 50.1 50.9 49.7
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 46.5 45.5 44.5 44.2 43.9 44.5 44.3 43.9 43.7 45.2
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 9.1 8.3 7.8 7.4 6.6 6.1 6.3 6.1 5.5 5.1
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 77.2 76.9 76.8 77.4 76.7 76.7 76.5 76.5 76.4 75.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 51.8 50.9 49.4 49.8 47.5 44.9 42.9 40.7 39.7 38.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 93.7 93.7 93.9 94.0 93.4 94.1 93.8 93.8 94.0 93.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 42.0 41.1 41.0 43.1 46.3 48.1 51.9 55.1 55.2 57.0
20. Total unemployment (000) 141 168 227 265 282 264 247 251 225 181 145
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 12.2 16.3 18.9 19.8 18.6 17.4 17.4 15.5 12.3 9.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 26.6 35.3 39.7 42.1 39.5 34.8 34.7 31.0 26.4 20.4
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 6.0 7.4 10.3 11.3 11.9 11.3 11.3 11.2 9.4 7.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 13.8 18.0 19.6 21.0 18.7 15.6 14.9 12.6 10.5 7.9271
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : 2766 2770 2774 2776 2776 2777 2768 2770 2773 2774
2. Population aged 15-64 : 1839 1855 1871 1886 1886 1886 1914 1926 1940 1946
3. Total employment (000) : 952 938 929 939 931 941 926 925 935 956
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 985 966 963 976 969 985 974 980 1008 1032
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 53.5 52.1 51.5 51.8 51.4 52.2 50.9 50.9 51.9 53.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 32.1 29.0 28.2 26.5 25.3 25.4 24.6 23.1 22.5 24.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 72.1 70.6 69.8 70.7 70.6 71.5 69.3 69.2 70.2 71.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 9.4 10.3 9.8 9.8 9.5 11.2 12.6 15.6 18.9 21.2
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 50.2 50.1 50.0 50.9 49.1 49.6 50.2 51.5
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : 4.2 4.6 4.8 5.1 4.9 6.1 7.2 7.1 7.5 7.5
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 3.8 3.2 3.1 3.5 2.7 3.8 4.2 4.1 4.7 4.5
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 4.4 3.6 4.5 4.7 4.5 4.6 5.1 4.9 5.2 5.3
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 70.0 71.5 72.6 73.2 73.4 73.8 74.1 75.2 76.2 77.0
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 25.4 24.6 24.0 23.6 23.3 23.5 23.4 22.4 21.7 21.2
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 4.7 3.9 3.4 3.2 3.2 2.7 2.5 2.4 2.1 1.9
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 61.7 62.3 63.2 63.7 63.2 63.5 63.0 61.5 60.9 60.8
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 41.9 42.7 42.6 41.3 39.2 37.2 35.7 32.4 30.9 30.2
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 81.1 81.5 82.9 83.9 83.9 84.8 84.1 82.1 81.2 80.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 10.3 11.1 10.7 11.0 11.1 12.4 14.8 18.1 20.9 23.3
20. Total unemployment (000) 138 150 190 220 225 223 213 232 205 175 150
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 13.1 16.4 18.6 18.7 18.7 17.7 19.2 17.2 14.7 12.7
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 23.4 32.1 33.8 35.7 35.5 31.7 31.0 28.8 27.0 20.2
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 7.1 8.3 10.2 11.3 12.5 11.7 12.4 12.3 11.2 9.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: 9.8 13.7 14.4 14.7 13.9 11.8 11.1 9.3 8.3 6.1
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).272
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Finland
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 5119 4171 4353 4920 5166 5180 5193 5205 5225 5242 5266
2. Population aged 15-64 3413 3416 3441 3452 3450 3458 3464 3467 3476 3484 3497
3. Total employment (000) 2150 2192 2247 2297 2330 2353 2355 2365 2398 2440 2494
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2160 2212 2282 2319 2350 2354 2345 2345 2378 2416 2459
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.3 64.6 66.4 67.2 68.1 68.1 67.7 67.6 68.4 69.3 70.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 34.2 36.1 40.0 41.1 41.8 40.7 39.7 39.4 40.5 42.1 44.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 77.7 79.1 80.4 80.9 81.5 81.6 81.1 81.0 81.7 82.4 83.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 35.6 36.2 39.0 41.6 45.7 47.8 49.6 50.9 52.7 54.5 55.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 64.9 65.7 65.8 65.2 64.8 65.5 66.2 67.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 13.3 12.4 12.4 12.2 11.9 11.8 11.8 11.8 11.7 11.8 11.5
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 10.9 11.4 12.1 12.3 12.2 12.8 13.0 13.5 13.7 14.0 14.1
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 18.1 17.4 16.8 16.3 16.4 16.0 16.3 16.1 16.5 16.4 15.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 65.5 65.9 66.0 66.3 67.0 67.9 68.5 69.0 69.1 69.2 69.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.5 27.8 27.8 27.8 27.4 26.8 26.3 25.8 25.8 25.8 25.9
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 7.0 6.3 6.2 6.0 5.6 5.4 5.3 5.2 5.1 5.0 4.8
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 72.4 72.3 73.9 74.5 75.0 74.9 74.5 74.2 74.7 75.2 75.6
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 45.6 45.1 50.9 52.3 52.1 51.5 50.7 49.7 50.7 51.8 53.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 86.9 87.0 87.7 87.9 88.0 88.0 87.5 87.4 87.7 87.8 88.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 41.8 41.8 43.2 45.9 50.3 52.1 53.7 54.9 56.6 58.5 58.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 314 285 261 253 238 237 235 229 220 204 183
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 12.7 11.4 10.2 9.8 9.1 9.1 9.0 8.8 8.4 7.7 6.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 25.2 23.5 21.4 21.4 19.8 21.0 21.8 20.7 20.1 18.7 16.5
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.9 4.1 3.0 2.8 2.5 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.2 1.9 1.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
11.4 10.8 10.9 11.2 10.3 10.8 11.0 10.3 10.2 9.7 8.8
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 2484 2049 2111 2386 2512 2521 2529 2536 2547 2555 2569
2. Population aged 15-64 1715 1714 1729 1734 1733 1738 1741 1742 1747 1750 1758
3. Total employment (000) 1134 1161 1180 1207 1221 1218 1222 1229 1241 1264 1291
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1136 1168 1196 1216 1227 1216 1213 1214 1228 1249 1268
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 66.2 67.8 69.2 70.1 70.8 70.0 69.7 69.7 70.3 71.4 72.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.1 38.3 41.7 42.2 42.9 41.1 40.1 39.4 40.4 42.6 44.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 80.6 82.4 83.5 84.3 84.7 83.8 83.3 83.8 84.4 85.2 86.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 38.1 38.4 40.1 42.9 46.6 48.5 51.0 51.4 52.8 54.8 55.1
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 69.3 69.8 69.3 68.4 68.3 68.7 69.5 71.3
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 16.9 15.6 15.9 15.8 15.4 15.3 15.2 15.3 15.3 15.6 15.3
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 7.0 7.3 7.7 8.0 7.9 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.3 9.3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 15.3 14.3 13.8 12.9 12.9 12.5 12.6 12.6 12.9 12.6 12.4
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 51.2 51.9 51.7 51.7 52.7 53.4 53.8 54.6 54.5 54.3 53.9
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 39.9 40.0 40.2 40.4 39.9 39.6 39.2 38.3 38.6 38.9 39.4
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.9 8.1 8.1 7.9 7.4 7.0 7.0 7.1 6.9 6.8 6.8
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.5 75.6 76.7 77.2 77.6 77.0 76.8 76.4 76.6 77.1 77.2
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 48.1 47.9 52.8 53.6 53.3 52.1 51.4 50.5 50.9 52.6 53.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 89.7 89.9 90.6 90.8 90.9 90.5 90.1 90.1 90.3 90.3 90.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 44.4 44.8 44.7 47.3 51.3 53.0 55.3 55.6 56.9 58.9 59.1
20. Total unemployment (000) 160 143 130 122 117 123 124 118 111 101 90
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 12.3 10.9 9.8 9.1 8.6 9.1 9.2 8.7 8.2 7.4 6.5
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 25.4 22.8 20.8 21.1 19.6 21.2 21.9 22.0 20.6 19.0 16.4
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.9 4.3 3.2 2.8 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.3 2.4 2.1 1.7
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
12.0 11.1 11.0 11.3 10.4 11.0 11.3 11.1 10.5 10.0 8.8273
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 2635 2122 2241 2534 2654 2659 2664 2669 2678 2687 2697
2. Population aged 15-64 1698 1702 1712 1718 1717 1720 1723 1725 1728 1734 1739
3. Total employment (000) 1016 1032 1067 1089 1110 1134 1133 1136 1156 1176 1203
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1024 1044 1086 1103 1123 1138 1132 1131 1150 1167 1191
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 60.3 61.2 63.4 64.2 65.4 66.2 65.7 65.6 66.5 67.3 68.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 32.4 33.9 38.3 40.0 40.7 40.3 39.2 39.4 40.6 41.6 44.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.7 75.7 77.1 77.3 78.1 79.2 78.9 78.2 79.0 79.6 80.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 33.3 34.1 38.0 40.4 45.0 47.2 48.3 50.4 52.7 54.3 55.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 60.5 61.8 62.4 62.0 61.3 62.3 62.9 63.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 9.2 8.8 8.5 8.3 8.2 8.1 8.1 7.9 7.8 7.8 7.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 15.3 15.9 16.9 17.0 16.8 17.5 17.7 18.4 18.6 19.2 19.3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 21.0 20.5 19.8 19.8 19.9 19.5 20.0 19.5 20.0 20.0 19.4
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 81.4 81.5 81.7 82.3 82.6 83.2 84.2 84.6 84.8 85.2 85.9
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 13.8 14.1 14.2 13.8 13.7 13.1 12.4 12.3 12.2 11.8 11.4
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.8 4.4 4.1 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.4 3.1 3.1 3.0 2.8
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.3 69.1 71.1 71.9 72.4 72.8 72.2 72.0 72.8 73.3 73.8
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 43.1 42.5 49.1 51.0 50.9 50.9 50.0 48.9 50.4 51.0 53.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 83.9 84.0 84.8 84.9 85.0 85.5 84.8 84.5 85.1 85.3 85.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 39.4 38.9 41.8 44.5 49.4 51.2 52.2 54.3 56.4 58.2 58.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 154 142 131 131 121 114 111 111 109 104 93
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 13.0 12.0 10.7 10.6 9.7 9.1 8.9 8.9 8.6 8.1 7.2
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 25.0 24.3 22.1 21.6 20.0 20.9 21.6 19.4 19.5 18.4 16.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.0 3.9 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.4
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
10.7 10.6 10.9 11.1 10.2 10.6 10.8 9.5 9.8 9.4 8.9
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).274
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: Sweden
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 8804 8818 8834 8857 8889 8930 8969 9006 9039 9084 9147
2. Population aged 15-64 5658 5670 5686 5708 5739 5776 5821 5855 5896 5951 6002
3. Total employment (000) 4043 4112 4198 4301 4391 4393 4368 4337 4349 4422 4521
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3930 3988 4078 4168 4249 4252 4242 4220 4272 4352 4453
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.5 70.3 71.7 73.0 74.0 73.6 72.9 72.1 72.5 73.1 74.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 35.6 37.7 39.9 42.2 44.2 42.8 41.2 39.2 38.7 40.3 42.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 80.9 81.4 82.7 83.9 84.6 84.1 83.5 82.9 83.9 84.7 86.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 62.6 63.0 63.9 64.9 66.7 68.0 68.6 69.1 69.4 69.6 70.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 65.1 68.4 68.1 67.6 66.2 66.0 66.6 67.7
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 6.8 6.7 6.7 6.5 6.1 5.9 5.5 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.6
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 20.2 19.8 19.7 19.5 21.1 21.5 22.9 23.6 24.7 25.1 25.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 15.1 16.1 16.5 15.8 15.3 15.2 15.1 15.5 16.0 17.3 17.5
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 71.8 71.8 72.3 72.7 72.9 73.4 74.0 74.6 74.8 75.1 75.1
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 25.0 25.1 24.7 24.3 24.4 24.0 23.6 23.0 22.9 22.8 22.7
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.2
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.5 76.2 76.8 77.3 77.9 77.6 77.3 77.2 78.7 78.8 79.1
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 45.5 45.7 46.8 48.1 50.0 49.1 47.7 47.2 50.2 51.3 52.2
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 87.8 87.3 87.6 87.9 88.0 87.7 87.7 87.7 89.5 89.4 90.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 66.4 66.4 67.6 68.6 70.0 71.2 71.9 72.7 72.6 72.8 72.8
20. Total unemployment (000) 437 362 300 253 224 229 260 296 348 332 295
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.9 8.2 6.7 5.6 4.9 4.9 5.6 6.3 7.4 7.0 6.1
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 20.6 16.1 12.3 10.5 10.9 11.9 13.4 16.3 21.7 21.5 19.1
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.1 2.6 1.9 1.4 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.1 0.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
10.0 8.0 6.9 5.9 5.9 6.3 6.5 8.0 11.5 11.0 10.1
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 4327 4340 4353 4371 4393 4421 4443 4463 4479 4504 4540
2. Population aged 15-64 2873 2879 2887 2899 2916 2935 2957 2974 2993 3020 3048
3. Total employment (000) 2121 2163 2204 2256 2293 2286 2272 2259 2282 2327 2380
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2061 2096 2137 2179 2208 2200 2195 2189 2228 2280 2333
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.7 72.8 74.0 75.1 75.7 74.9 74.2 73.6 74.4 75.5 76.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 39.3 41.2 43.0 44.2 43.7 41.8 40.4 38.6 37.7 40.2 42.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 82.5 83.4 84.4 85.8 86.6 85.9 85.3 85.0 86.6 87.8 89.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 65.1 66.1 67.3 67.8 69.4 70.4 70.8 71.2 72.0 72.3 72.9
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 70.0 73.6 72.9 72.3 70.9 71.4 72.4 73.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 9.9 9.5 9.4 9.2 8.6 8.4 7.9 8.2 8.0 8.0 7.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 7.5 7.4 8.0 8.2 10.8 11.1 11.2 12.0 11.5 11.8 11.8
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 13.3 13.9 14.2 13.8 12.9 12.8 12.8 13.5 14.2 15.4 15.0
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 57.5 58.0 58.6 59.2 59.5 59.9 60.4 61.2 61.8 62.2 62.2
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 37.5 37.4 36.9 36.2 36.4 36.1 35.8 35.1 34.8 34.6 34.4
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.0 4.7 4.5 4.5 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.4 3.3 3.4
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 79.0 79.0 79.4 79.8 79.9 79.4 79.2 79.1 80.9 81.2 81.4
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 48.9 49.1 49.9 50.2 50.0 48.5 47.3 47.1 49.1 50.8 51.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 89.7 89.6 89.7 90.2 90.4 89.8 89.9 90.0 92.4 92.5 92.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 69.7 70.3 71.5 72.1 73.1 74.2 74.9 75.6 76.2 76.0 76.2
20. Total unemployment (000) 238 194 155 139 124 127 145 160 182 171 148
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.2 8.4 6.6 5.9 5.2 5.3 6.0 6.5 7.5 6.9 5.8
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 21.1 16.4 12.2 11.0 11.9 12.0 13.0 15.7 21.3 21.0 18.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.0 3.2 2.2 1.7 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.2 0.9
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.6 7.9 7.0 6.0 6.3 6.7 6.9 8.4 11.4 10.7 9.7275
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 4474 4477 4480 4486 4496 4510 4527 4543 4559 4580 4607
2. Population aged 15-64 2783 2789 2797 2809 2823 2841 2864 2881 2903 2931 2954
3. Total employment (000) 1922 1948 1994 2045 2098 2107 2096 2078 2067 2095 2141
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1871 1894 1942 1990 2041 2053 2047 2031 2044 2072 2121
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.2 67.9 69.4 70.9 72.3 72.2 71.5 70.5 70.4 70.7 71.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 31.9 34.3 36.9 40.1 44.7 43.8 42.1 39.7 39.8 40.4 42.3
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 79.1 79.5 80.9 81.9 82.5 82.4 81.7 80.9 81.1 81.5 83.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 60.4 60.0 60.7 62.1 64.0 65.6 66.3 67.0 66.7 66.9 67.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 60.2 63.3 63.4 63.0 61.6 60.8 61.0 61.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.1 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.0
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 34.7 34.3 33.3 32.3 33.0 33.1 35.5 36.3 39.6 40.2 40.0
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 16.9 18.3 18.7 17.8 17.6 17.6 17.4 17.5 17.7 19.1 19.9
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 86.7 86.6 87.0 87.2 87.4 87.9 88.5 88.9 89.1 89.2 89.3
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 12.0 12.1 11.7 11.5 11.4 10.9 10.4 10.1 9.9 9.8 9.8
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.0 73.5 74.2 74.8 75.7 75.8 75.4 75.2 76.3 76.3 76.8
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 42.9 42.8 44.0 46.1 50.1 49.7 48.3 47.3 51.3 51.9 52.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 85.6 85.0 85.4 85.5 85.5 85.5 85.4 85.3 86.5 86.3 87.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 63.4 62.6 63.8 65.2 66.9 68.2 68.9 69.7 69.0 69.6 69.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 199 168 145 114 100 101 115 136 166 161 146
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.5 8.0 6.8 5.3 4.5 4.6 5.2 6.1 7.4 7.2 6.4
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 20.1 15.8 12.4 9.9 9.9 11.8 13.7 16.9 22.0 21.9 19.6
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.0 1.8 1.4 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.0 0.8
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
11.0 8.5 7.1 6.0 5.4 5.9 6.2 7.6 11.5 11.4 10.4
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: EU LFS indicators: 2005 break in series. Indicator 20: 2005 provisional.276
Employment in Europe 2008
Key employment indicators: United Kingdom
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 57891 58117 58373 57623 57820 57964 58135 58285 58421 58588 58776
2. Population aged 15-64 37768 37965 38226 37550 37786 37991 38177 38364 38529 38777 38994
3. Total employment (000) 28637 28902 29245 29652 29941 30111 30419 30714 31109 31323 31547
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 26415 26773 27139 26731 26982 27097 27277 27485 27610 27711 27798
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.9 70.5 71.0 71.2 71.4 71.3 71.5 71.6 71.7 71.5 71.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 56.5 56.7 56.6 56.6 56.6 56.1 55.3 55.4 54.0 53.2 52.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 78.6 79.3 79.9 80.2 80.4 80.4 80.6 80.8 81.2 81.1 81.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 48.3 49.0 49.6 50.7 52.2 53.4 55.4 56.2 56.9 57.4 57.4
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 61.3 61.7 61.6 61.5 61.6 61.9 61.9 61.7
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 13.4 12.9 12.5 12.1 12.1 12.2 12.9 12.9 12.8 13.2 13.4
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 24.6 24.5 24.6 25.2 25.1 25.4 25.8 25.8 25.4 25.5 25.5
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.6 7.3 7.0 6.9 6.7 6.4 6.1 6.0 5.7 5.8 5.8
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 75.1 75.2 76.3 77.0 77.7 78.6 79.3 79.8 80.3 80.7 80.8
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 22.9 22.8 22.0 21.3 20.7 20.0 19.3 18.8 18.2 17.9 17.7
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.4 75.4 75.7 75.4 75.2 75.2 75.2 75.2 75.3 75.5 75.3
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 66.1 65.8 65.3 64.8 64.1 63.7 63.0 62.9 61.9 61.9 60.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 83.5 83.5 84.0 83.9 83.6 83.7 83.7 83.7 84.1 84.5 84.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 51.5 51.5 52.1 52.9 54.1 55.3 57.2 57.9 58.5 59.1 59.4
20. Total unemployment (000) 1927 1740 1697 1554 1442 1485 1445 1372 1439 1642 1623
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.8 6.1 5.9 5.4 5.0 5.1 4.9 4.7 4.8 5.4 5.3
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 13.7 13.1 12.7 12.2 11.7 12.0 12.2 12.1 12.8 14.0 14.3
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.5 1.9 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.3
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
9.6 9.1 8.7 8.2 7.6 7.7 7.7 7.6 7.9 8.7 8.8
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 28499 28638 28800 28029 28149 28230 28328 28405 28476 28562 28647
2. Population aged 15-64 19004 19118 19264 18527 18635 18744 18833 18917 18983 19087 19168
3. Total employment (000) 15830 15994 16163 16029 16168 16204 16382 16505 16662 16751 16894
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 14565 14785 14965 14414 14532 14543 14640 14720 14737 14762 14822
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.6 77.3 77.7 77.8 78.0 77.6 77.7 77.8 77.6 77.3 77.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 58.4 58.7 58.7 58.6 58.9 57.6 56.9 56.6 55.3 54.1 53.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 85.8 86.6 87.0 87.5 87.5 87.4 87.6 87.7 87.8 87.9 88.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 58.4 59.1 59.7 60.1 61.7 62.6 64.8 65.7 66.0 66.0 66.3
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 74.2 74.5 73.6 73.5 73.6 73.3 73.0 73.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.6 16.8 16.4 15.9 16.1 16.4 17.2 17.4 17.3 17.6 17.8
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 8.5 8.5 8.8 8.9 9.1 9.6 10.2 10.3 10.4 10.6 10.9
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.6 6.4 6.3 6.1 6.0 5.6 5.4 5.5 5.2 5.1 5.2
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 64.5 64.7 65.9 66.4 67.3 68.1 69.1 69.8 70.5 71.0 71.2
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 32.7 32.6 31.6 31.1 30.5 29.8 28.9 28.2 27.5 27.0 26.8
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.8 2.7 2.5 2.4 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.0
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 83.4 83.2 83.4 82.8 82.6 82.3 82.3 82.0 81.9 82.1 81.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 69.8 69.3 69.0 67.9 67.9 66.7 66.0 65.4 64.7 64.3 63.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 91.7 91.6 91.9 91.8 91.3 91.3 91.3 91.0 91.1 91.6 91.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 63.3 63.1 63.2 63.3 64.6 65.3 67.4 68.1 68.3 68.4 69.0
20. Total unemployment (000) 1187 1058 1023 925 866 885 869 800 843 950 927
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.6 6.8 6.5 5.9 5.5 5.6 5.5 5.0 5.2 5.7 5.6
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 15.4 14.8 14.2 13.2 13.2 13.7 13.8 13.4 14.4 15.7 15.8
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.3 2.4 2.2 1.9 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.5 1.6
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
11.4 10.7 10.2 9.3 9.0 9.1 9.2 8.7 9.4 10.2 10.2277
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) 29391 29479 29573 29594 29672 29735 29807 29880 29945 30026 30129
2. Population aged 15-64 18764 18847 18963 19023 19150 19247 19343 19447 19546 19690 19826
3. Total employment (000) 12807 12908 13082 13624 13773 13907 14037 14209 14447 14572 14653
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 11850 11988 12174 12317 12450 12553 12637 12764 12873 12948 12976
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.1 63.6 64.2 64.7 65.0 65.2 65.3 65.6 65.9 65.8 65.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 54.5 54.6 54.4 54.6 54.2 54.5 53.7 54.1 52.5 52.2 50.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 71.3 71.8 72.7 73.2 73.5 73.7 73.8 74.2 74.8 74.6 74.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 38.5 39.2 39.9 41.7 43.0 44.5 46.3 47.0 48.1 49.1 49.0
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 49.7 50.2 50.7 50.7 50.8 51.5 51.7 51.3
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 8.1 8.0 7.6 7.7 7.3 7.4 7.9 7.7 7.7 8.1 8.2
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) 44.6 44.4 44.0 44.3 43.9 43.8 44.0 43.9 42.7 42.6 42.3
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 8.6 8.4 7.8 7.9 7.5 7.2 6.8 6.5 6.2 6.4 6.4
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 87.9 88.1 88.8 89.2 89.8 90.5 91.0 91.4 91.6 91.7 91.8
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 11.0 10.9 10.3 9.9 9.4 8.8 8.3 7.9 7.6 7.6 7.4
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.8
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.3 67.4 67.9 68.2 68.0 68.3 68.3 68.6 68.8 69.2 68.9
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 62.2 62.0 61.5 61.7 60.4 60.7 60.0 60.5 59.1 59.4 58.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 75.0 75.2 76.0 76.2 76.2 76.4 76.4 76.7 77.4 77.6 77.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 40.0 40.4 41.2 42.8 43.9 45.6 47.3 47.9 49.0 50.2 50.1
20. Total unemployment (000) 739 682 674 629 576 600 576 572 596 692 696
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.8 5.3 5.2 4.8 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.2 4.3 4.9 4.9
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 11.7 11.3 11.1 11.0 10.1 10.2 10.5 10.7 11.1 12.0 12.5
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.5 1.2 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
7.7 7.4 7.1 7.1 6.2 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.5 7.2 7.4
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: EU LFS indicators: 2000 break in series. Indicators 3 and 10: in unit of 1000 jobs.278
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Key employment indicators: Croatia
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) ::::: 4206 4218 4215 4217 4218 :
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::: 2773 2778 2751 2746 2744 :
3. Total employment (000) 1588 1541 1490 1549 1465 1526 1535 1561 1573 1586 :
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 ::::: 1482 1482 1505 1512 1526 :
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::: 53.4 53.4 54.7 55.0 55.6 :
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::::: 26.2 24.9 26.5 25.8 25.5 :
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) ::::: 70.2 70.1 70.9 71.8 72.2 :
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : : : 24.8 28.4 30.1 32.6 34.3 :
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::: 51.9 52.2 53.8 53.5 53.3 55.9
10. Self-employed (% total employment) 25.9 24.7 24.8 23.8 24.3 23.5 24.2 23.4 23.8 20.2 :
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) ::::: 8 . 3 8 . 5 8 . 5 10.1 9.4 :
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::: 10.9 11.3 12.2 12.4 12.9 :
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 52.5 53.5 52.8 56.6 54.3 55.0 53.4 53.7 : : :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 29.7 29.8 30.7 28.9 30.1 29.7 29.8 29.9 : : :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 17.8 16.7 16.5 14.5 15.6 15.3 16.9 16.5 : : :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::: 62.9 62.4 63.7 63.3 62.8 :
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) ::::: 40.6 38.7 39.6 38.1 35.9 :
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) ::::: 80.3 79.8 80.7 80.6 80.1 :
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) ::::: 26.8 30.4 32.3 35.1 36.5 :
20. Total unemployment (000) ::::: 2 6 3 2 5 2 2 4 7 2 2 7 1 9 9 :
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) ::::: 14.7 14.1 13.6 12.6 11.1 :
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) ::::: 35.4 35.8 33.2 32.3 28.9 :
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) ::::: 8 . 9 8 . 4 7 . 3 7 . 4 6 . 7 :
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
::::: 14.4 13.9 13.1 12.3 10.4 :
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) ::::: 1999 2000 2012 2006 2008 :
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::: 1352 1361 1357 1354 1353 :
3. Total employment (000) :::::: 8 5 0 8 6 5 8 6 7 8 6 8 :
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 ::::: 8 1 8 8 2 1 8 3 8 8 3 5 8 3 9 :
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::: 60.5 60.3 61.8 61.7 62.0 :
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::::: 29.2 28.6 30.9 30.0 29.1 :
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) ::::: 77.6 77.2 77.7 77.9 78.1 :
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : : : 34.2 38.1 40.9 43.0 44.4 :
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::: 59.5 60.1 61.6 60.2 60.4 63.2
10. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::: 25.2 24.2 24.2 21.5 :
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) ::::: 6 . 6 6 . 3 6 . 3 7 . 3 7 . 5 :
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::: 11.3 11.8 12.1 12.4 13.1 :
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::: 45.2 45.5 : : :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::: 38.5 38.9 : : :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::: 16.2 15.6 : : :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::: 69.9 69.5 70.5 70.0 68.9 :
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) ::::: 44.8 43.4 43.8 43.0 39.9 :
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) ::::: 86.7 86.2 86.6 85.9 84.9 :
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) ::::: 37.4 41.1 44.0 47.2 47.7 :
20. Total unemployment (000) ::::: 1 2 8 1 2 5 1 1 8 1 1 3 9 4 :
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) ::::: 13.2 12.8 12.0 11.6 9.8 :
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) ::::: 34.7 34.1 29.4 30.2 27.2 :
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) ::::: 7 . 4 7 . 4 6 . 0 6 . 5 5 . 8 :
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
::::: 15.5 14.8 12.9 13.0 10.9 :279
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) ::::: 2207 2218 2203 2211 2209 :
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::: 1421 1417 1394 1392 1391 :
3. Total employment (000) :::::: 6 8 5 6 9 6 7 0 6 7 1 8 :
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 ::::: 6 6 4 6 6 1 6 6 7 6 7 6 6 8 7 :
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::: 46.7 46.7 47.8 48.6 49.4 :
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::::: 23.2 21.0 21.7 21.3 21.8 :
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) ::::: 63.1 63.2 64.3 65.7 66.3 :
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) ::::: 16.9 20.3 21.0 23.8 25.7 :
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::: 44.6 44.5 46.2 47.1 46.4 48.6
10. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::: 23.0 22.5 23.2 18.7 :
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) ::::: 10.5 11.2 11.2 13.4 11.7 :
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::: 10.4 10.7 12.4 12.3 12.6 :
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::: 63.4 63.9 : : :
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::: 18.9 18.6 : : :
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::: 17.7 17.5 : : :
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::: 56.2 55.6 57.1 56.7 56.9 :
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) ::::: 36.3 33.9 35.1 32.9 31.6 :
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) ::::: 74.0 73.5 74.9 75.3 75.2 :
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) ::::: 17.9 21.3 22.3 24.9 26.9 :
20. Total unemployment (000) ::::: 1 3 5 1 2 7 1 2 9 1 1 3 1 0 4 :
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) ::::: 16.5 15.6 15.6 13.8 12.7 :
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) ::::: 36.2 38.2 38.2 35.1 31.1 :
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) ::::: 10.7 9.5 8.9 8.4 7.7 :
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
::::: 13.2 12.9 13.4 11.6 9.8 :
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: Indicators 3 and 10: 2005-2006 forecast.280
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Key employment indicators: Turkey
All 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 66183 67294 68390 69478 70551 71606 72603 :
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 42601 43446 44224 44980 45624 46610 47395 :
3. Total employment (000) 21007 21594 22051 21970 21744 21357 21150 21794 22103 22378 :
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 20789 20778 20755 20593 21014 21444 21769 :
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 48.8 47.8 46.9 45.8 46.1 46.0 45.9 :
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 37.0 35.3 33.3 30.6 31.6 31.3 30.9 :
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 56.5 55.6 54.8 54.2 54.1 54.2 54.2 :
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 36.3 35.8 35.7 33.5 33.2 31.0 30.1 :
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::::::::::
10. Self-employed (% total employment) : : : ::::::::
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 9.2 6.2 6.9 6.3 6.9 5.9 7.9 :
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::::::: 13.3 :
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) 34.3 34.3 33.7 ::::::::
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 23.3 22.7 20.5 ::::::::
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 42.4 43.0 45.8 ::::::::
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 52.3 52.3 52.3 51.3 51.5 51.4 50.2 :
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 42.6 42.1 41.1 38.6 39.3 38.7 36.8 :
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 59.4 59.5 59.7 59.3 59.2 59.4 58.4 :
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 37.1 36.6 37.0 34.8 34.3 32.1 31.1 :
20. Total unemployment (000) : : : 1191 1575 2106 2177 2139 2132 2041 :
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 5.2 6.8 8.9 9.3 9.0 8.8 8.4 :
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 10.5 13.2 16.5 18.2 17.3 16.8 16.0 :
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 1.1 1.4 2.7 2.2 3.5 3.5 2.5 :
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 5.6 6.8 7.9 7.9 7.7 7.4 5.9 :
Male 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 33049 33609 34152 34692 35224 35743 36213 :
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 21274 21708 22099 22479 22799 23296 23666 :
3. Total employment (000) :::: 15715 15164 15178 16026 16371 16555 :
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 15284 15059 14778 14820 15469 15895 16108 :
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 71.8 69.4 66.9 65.9 67.8 68.2 68.1 :
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 50.2 46.8 42.4 39.6 42.5 42.8 42.6 :
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 85.0 82.4 80.2 79.9 81.2 81.5 81.1 :
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 52.4 51.0 48.7 45.4 46.9 45.4 44.1 :
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::::::::::
10. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 5.5 3.2 4.0 3.7 3.9 3.3 4.4 :
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::::::: 13.3 :
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::::::::
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::::::::
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::::::::
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 77.0 76.1 75.1 74.0 76.0 76.2 74.4 :
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 58.1 56.4 53.3 50.5 53.2 53.0 50.6 :
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 89.5 88.6 88.2 87.7 89.2 89.4 87.5 :
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 53.9 52.6 51.0 47.7 49.0 47.5 46.0 :
20. Total unemployment (000) : : : 885 1184 1562 1578 1626 1602 1508 :
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 5.3 7.1 9.3 9.4 9.2 8.9 8.4 :
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 11.0 14.0 17.6 18.9 17.8 16.9 15.8 :
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 1.0 1.3 2.5 2.1 3.4 3.3 2.3 :
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 7.9 9.6 10.8 10.8 10.6 10.2 8.0 :281
Statistical annex
Female 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
1. Total population (000) : : : 33134 33685 34238 34786 35328 35863 36390 :
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 21327 21738 22125 22500 22825 23314 23729 :
3. Total employment (000) :::: 6029 6193 5972 5768 5732 5823 :
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 5505 5720 5976 5774 5544 5551 5660 :
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 25.8 26.3 27.0 25.7 24.3 23.8 23.9 :
6. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 24.5 24.4 24.5 22.1 21.1 20.3 19.8 :
7. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 27.3 28.1 28.8 27.8 26.3 26.3 26.6 :
8. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 20.8 21.2 23.3 22.1 20.0 17.1 16.7 :
9. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::::::::::
10. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
11. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 19.6 14.0 13.7 12.8 15.3 13.5 17.8 :
12. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::::::: 13.1 :
13. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::::::::
14. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::::::::
15. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::::::::
16. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 27.6 28.5 29.9 28.7 26.9 26.6 26.1 :
17. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 27.8 28.4 29.5 27.2 26.0 25.1 23.7 :
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 28.6 29.7 31.1 30.3 28.4 28.6 28.5 :
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 20.9 21.4 23.6 22.4 20.1 17.3 16.8 :
20. Total unemployment (000) : : : 306 390 544 599 513 530 533 :
21. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 5.1 6.1 8.0 9.1 8.2 8.5 8.4 :
22. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 9.7 11.7 14.6 17.0 16.4 16.6 16.5 :
23. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 1.5 1.9 3.0 2.7 3.8 4.0 3.3 :
24. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 
15-24)
: : : 3.3 4.1 5.0 5.1 4.9 4.8 3.9 :
Source: Eurostat.
EU LFS annual averages (Indicators: 1-2, 4-9, 11-12, 16-19, 23-24), harmonised series on unemployment (Indicators: 20-23) and National Accounts (Indicators: 3, 10, 13-15).
Note: LFS indicators: 2000-2005 national LFS, Indicators 3 and 10: 2000-2006 forecast.282
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Data sources and 
definitions
Data sources
Most of the data used in this report 
originates from Eurostat, the Statisti-
cal Office of the European Communi-
ties. The main data sources used are:
European Union Labour Force  t
 Survey
Eurostat Annual Averages of La- t
bour Force Data series
Eurostat Harmonised Series on  t
Unemployment
Annual Macro-economic Data- t
base 
The European Union Labour Force 
Survey (LFS) is the EU’s harmonised 
survey on labour market develop-
ments. The survey has been carried 
out since 1983 in the EU Members 
States, with some states providing 
quarterly results from a continuous 
labour force survey, and others con-
ducting a single annual survey in the 
spring. From 2005, all EU Member 
States have conducted a quarterly 
survey. If not mentioned otherwise, 
the results based on the LFS refer to 
surveys conducted in the spring (‘sec-
ond quarter’ in all countries except for 
France and Austria, which is ‘first quar-
ter’) of each year. It also provides data 
for Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania.
The  Annual Averages of Labour 
Force Data series is a harmonised, 
consistent series of annual averages 
of quarterly results on employment 
statistics based on the LFS, complet-
ed through estimates when quar-
terly data are not available. It covers 
all the EU-15 (for the period from 
1991 to present) and all new Mem-
ber States and Candidate Countries 
(since 1996 or later, depending on 
data availability) except the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. The 
Annual Averages of Labour Force Data 
consist of two series: 1) population, 
employment and unemployment, 
and 2) employment by economic ac-
tivity and employment status. The 
first series is based mainly on the EU 
LFS. Data covers the population living 
in private households only (collective 
households are excluded) and refers 
to the place of residence (household 
residence concept). They are bro-
ken down by gender and aggregate 
age group (15–24, 25–54, 55–64 and 
15–64). Unemployment data is also 
broken down by job search duration 
(less than 6 months, 6–11, 12–23, 24 
months or more). The second series 
is based on the ESA 1995 national ac-
counts employment data. Data cov-
ers all people employed in resident 
producer units (domestic concept), 
including people living in collective 
households. They are broken down 
by sex, working-time status (full-time/
part-time) and contract status (perma-
nent/temporary) using LFS distribu-
tions. All key employment indicators 
– with the exception of the full-time 
equivalent employment rate and the 
unemployment rates – are based on 
the Annual Averages of Labour Force 
Data series. They represent yearly 
averages unless stated otherwise. 
Where the Annual Averages of Labour 
Force Data series does not provide the 
relevant breakdowns, the original LFS 
data has been used for this report.
For the unemployment-related indi-
cators, the main source is the Eurostat 
Harmonised Series on Unemploy-
ment. This is a dataset on unemploy-
ment collected by Eurostat and com-
prising of yearly averages, quarterly 
and monthly data. It is based on the 
LFS and register data on unemploy-
ment from national sources. Monthly 
data from national surveys or from 
registers of the public employment 
services is used to extrapolate the 
LFS data and to compile monthly 
unemployment estimates. However, 
this data set does not cover skills and 
long-term unemployment, so the LFS 
is used for this analysis instead.
Macroeconomic indicators are ob-
tained from the DG Economic and 
Financial Affairs’ Annual Macro-eco-
nomic Database (AMECO) and are 
based on ESA 95 national accounts. 
The database comprises, among other 
things, information on GDP, productiv-
ity, real unit labour costs and employ-
ment growth. The data is collected by 
Eurostat from the Member States’ Na-
tional Statistical Offices. Besides regu-
lar weekly updates, this database is re-
vised twice a year in the framework of 
the Commission’s Spring and Autumn 
Economic Forecasts.  
Other data sources
Furthermore, data from other interna-
tional organisations were used where 
appropriate, in particular the OECD 
(Organisation for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development) Labour Mar-
ket Statistics Database.
Definitions and data sources 
of macroeconomic indicators
Source: AMECO and national accounts 
(ESA 95)
Real GDP: gross domestic prod- 1. 
uct (GDP) at 2000 market prices, 
annual change
Occupied population: occupied  2. 
population, total economy, an-
nual change
Labour productivity: GDP at 2000  3. 
market prices per person em-
ployed, annual change
Annual average hours worked,  4. 
annual change
Productivity per hours worked:  5. 
gross domestic product per 
hours worked, annual change
Harmonised CPI: harmonised  6. 
consumer price index, annual 
change
Price deflator GDP: price deflator  7. 
gross domestic product at mar-
ket prices, annual change
Nominal compensation per em- 8. 
ployee, total economy, annual 
change
Real compensation per employee:  9. 
deflator gross domestic product, 
total economy, annual change283
Statistical annex
Real compensation per employee  10. 
total economy (private consump-
tion deflator), annual change
NULC: nominal unit labour costs,  11. 
total economy, annual change
RULC: real unit labour costs, total  12. 
economy, annual change
Definitions and data sources 
of key employment indicators
Source: Eurostat Annual Averages of 
Labour Force Data, spring LFS, har-
monised series on unemployment, 
National Accounts
1.  Total population in 000s (Source: 
Eurostat Annual Averages of La-
bour Force Data)
2.  Total population aged 15–64 
(the ‘working-age population’) 
in 000s (Source: Eurostat Annual 
Averages of Labour Force Data)
3.  Total employment in 000s 
(Source: Eurostat National Ac-
counts)
4.  Population in employment aged 
15–64 in 000s (Source: Euro-
stat Annual Averages of Labour 
Force Data)
5-8.  Employment rate, which is cal-
culated by the number of em-
ployed divided by the popula-
tion in the corresponding age 
bracket (Source: Eurostat Annual 
Averages of Labour Force Data)
9.  Full-time equivalent employment 
rates: the full-time equivalent 
employment rate is calculated by 
dividing the full-time equivalent 
employment by the total popula-
tion in the 15–64 age group. Full-
time equivalent employment is 
defined as total hours worked 
on both main and second job 
divided by the average annual 
number of hours worked in full-
time jobs (Source: spring LFS)
10.  Self-employed in total employ-
ment: number of self-employed 
as the share of total employ-
ment (Source: Eurostat Annual 
Averages of Labour Force Data)
11.  Part-time employment in total 
employment: number of part-
time employed as a share of to-
tal employment (Source: Source: 
Eurostat National Accounts)
12.  Fixed-term contracts in total 
employment (total employees): 
number of employees with 
contracts of limited duration 
as a share of total employees 
(Source: Eurostat Annual Aver-
ages of Labour Force Data)
13.  Employment in services: em-
ployed in services as a share of to-
tal employment (Source: Source: 
Eurostat National   Accounts)
14.  Employment in industry: em-
ployed in industry as a share 
of total employment (Source: 
Source: Eurostat National 
 Accounts)
15.  Employment in agriculture: em-
ployed in agriculture as a share 
of total employment (Source: 
Source: Eurostat National 
 Accounts)
16-19.   Activity rate: labour force (em-
ployed and unemployed) as 
a share of total population in 
the corresponding age bracket 
(Source: Eurostat QLFD)
20.  Total unemployment in 000s 
(Source: Eurostat harmonised 
series on unemployment)
21-22.  Unemployment rates: unem-
ployed as a share of the labour 
force (employed and unem-
ployed) in the corresponding 
age bracket (Source: Eurostat 
harmonised series on unem-
ployment)
23.  Long-term unemployment rate: 
those unemployed for a dura-
tion of 12 months of more as a 
share of the labour force (Source: 
Eurostat harmonised series on 
unemployment)
24. Youth unemployment ratio: 
young unemployed (aged 15–
24) as a share of the total popu-
lation in the same age bracket 
(Source: Eurostat Annual Aver-
ages of Labour Force Data).European Commission
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Country acronyms  
in tables and charts
BE Belgium
BG Bulgaria
CZ Czech Republic
DK Denmark
DE Germany
EE Estonia
IE Ireland
EL Greece
ES Spain
FR France
IT Italy
CY Cyprus
LV Latvia
LT Lithuania
LU Luxembourg
HU Hungary
MT Malta
NL The Netherlands
AT Austria
PL Poland
PT Portugal
RO Romania
SI Slovenia
SK Slovakia
FI Finland
SE Sweden
UK United Kingdom
HR Croatia
FY Former Yugoslav Republic  
of Macedonia
TR Turkey
IS Iceland
LI Liechtenstein 
NO Norway
CH Switzerland
JP Japan
US United States 
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